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Bar # 163366 STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND 
In the Matter of: DISPOSITION AND ORDER APPROVING 
STEPHEN RAWLIEGH GOLDEN 

ACTUAL SUSPENSION 
Bar # 163366 

(Respondent) 
A Member of the State Bar of California 

El PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED 

Note: All information required by this form and any additional information which cannot be provided in the 
space provided. must be set forth in an attachment to this stipulation under specific headings, e.g., "Facts," 
“Dismissals," "Conclusions of Law," “Supporting Authority," etc. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments: 

(1 ) Respondent is a member of the State Bar of California, admitted January 4, 1993. 

(2) The parties agree to be bound by the factual stipulations contained herein even if conclusions of law or 
disposition are rejected or changed by the Supreme Court. 

(3) All investigations or proceedings listed by case number in the caption of this stipulation are entirely resolved by 
this stipulation and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed charge(s)/count(s) are listed under “Dismissals.” The 
stipulation consists of 17 pages, not including the order. 

(4) A statement of acts or omissions acknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes for discipline is included 
under “Facts.” 
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(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(3) 

Conclusions of law. drawn from and specifically referring to the facts are also included under "Conclusions of 
Law." 

The parties must include supporting authority for the recommended level of discipline under the heading 
"Supporting Authority." 

No more than 30 days prior to the filing of this stipulation, Respondent has been advised in writing of any 
pending investigation/proceeding not resolved by this stipulation, except for criminal investigations. 

Payment of Disciplinary Costs—Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6086.10 & 
6140.7. It is recommended that (check one option only): 

IZ Costs be awarded to the State Bar in accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6086.10, 

E!

D 

and are enforceable both as provided in Business and Professions Code section 6140.7 and as a money 
judgment. Unless the time for payment of discipline costs is extended pursuant to subdivision (c) of 
section 6086.10, costs assessed against a member who is actually suspended or disbarred must be paid 
as a condition of reinstatement or return to active status. 

Costs be awarded to the State Bar in accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6086.10 
and are enforceable both as provided in Business and Professions Code section 6140.7 and as a money 
judgment. SELECT ONE of the costs must be paid with Respondent's membership fees for each 
of the following years: 

If Respondent fails to pay any installment as described above, or as may be modified in writing by the 
State Bar or the State Bar Court, the remaining balance will be due and payable immediately. 

Costs are waived in part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled “Partial Waiver of Costs." 

Costs are entirely waived. 

B. Aggravating Circumstances [Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional 
Misconduct, standards 1.2(h) & 1.5]. Facts supporting aggravating circumstances are 
required. 

(1) Prior record of discipline: 

(8) 

(b) 

(C) 

(d) 

(8) 

State Bar Court case # of prior case: [14-O-06366; 15-O-10090; 15-O-10686; 15-O-11035; 15-O- 
11090; 15-O-11237; 16-O-10260; 16-O-10597; 16-O-10896; 16-O-11152; 16-O-11971] See page 
14, and Exhibit 1. 27 pages. 

IZI 

IZI 

IX 

Date prior discipline effective: December 20, 2018. 

Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: 14 violations of Business and Professions 
Code section 6106.3(a) (11 violations of Civil Code section 2944.7(a)(1) and 3 violations of Civil 
Code section 2944.6(a)) and 11 violations of former Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 4- 
100(B)(3). 

K4 Degree of prior discipline: One year actual suspension and until respondent pays restitution, or 
reimburses the Client Security Fund, and he provides proof of rehabilitation pursuant to Rules 
of Procedure of the State Bar Court, Title IV, Standards for Attorney Sanctions for 
Professional Misconduct, standard 1.2(c)(1); two years stayed suspension; three years 
probation. 

El If Respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipline, use space provided below. 

(Effective July 1, 2018) 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(5) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15)

D 

E 

DCIEIEIEI 

E 

El

D 

EIUEI 

El 

IntentionalIBad FaithlDishonesty: Respondent's misconduct was dishonest, intentional, or surrounded 
by, or followed by bad faith. 

Misrepresentation: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, misrepresentation. 

Concealment: Respondent’s misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, concealment. 

Overreaching: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, overreaching. 

Unchared Violations: Respondent’s conduct involves uncharged violations of the Business and 
Professions Code, or the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

Trust Violation: Trust funds or property were involved and Respondent refused or was unable to account 
to the client or person who was the object of the misconduct for improper conduct toward said funds or 
property. 

Harm: Respondent's misconduct harmed significantly a client, the public, or the administration of justice. 
See page 14. 

Indifference: Respondent demonstrated indifference toward rectification of or atonement for the 
consequences of Respondent’s misconduct. 

CandorILack of Cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation to victims of 
Respondent’s misconduct, or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations or proceedings. 

Multiple Acts: Respondent’s current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing. See page 14. 

Pattern: Respondent's current misconduct demonstrates a pattern of misconduct. 

Restitution: Respondent failed to make restitution. 

Vulnerable Victim: The victim(s) of Respondent's misconduct was/were highly vulnerable. 

No aggravating circumstances are involved. 

Additional aggravating circumstances: 

C. Mitigating Circumstances [Standards 1.2(i) & 1.6]. Facts supporting mitigating 
circumstances are required. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

II! 

El

D 
El 

No Prior Discipline: Respondent has no prior record of discipline over many years of practice coupled 
with present misconduct which is not likely to recur. 

No Harm: Respondent did not harm the client. the public, or the administration of justice. 

Candorlcooperation: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation with the victims of 
Respondent’s misconduct or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations and proceedings. 

Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous remorse and recognition 
of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of Respondent's 
misconduct. 

(Effective July 1, 2018) 
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(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

E! 

El 

El 

El 

E] 

El

D 
[I 

El 

Restitution: Respondent paid $ on in restitution to without the threat or force of 
disciplinary, civil or criminal proceedings. 

Delay: These disciplinary proceedings were excessively delayed. The delay is not attributable to 
Respondent and the delay prejudiced Respondent". 

Good Faith: Respondent acted with a good faith belief that was honestly held and objectively reasonable. 

EmotionalIPhysical Difficulties: At the time of the stipulated act or acts of professional misconduct, 
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical or mental disabilities which expert testimony 
would establish was directly responsible for the misconduct. The difficulties or disabilities were not the 
product of any illegal conduct by Respondent, such as illegal drug or substance abuse, and the difficulties 
or disabilities no longer pose a risk that Respondent will commit misconduct. 

Severe Financial Stress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severe financial stress 
which resulted from circumstances not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond Respondent's control 
and which were directly responsible for the misconduct. 

Family Problems: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered extreme difficulties in 
Respondent’s personal life which were other than emotional or physical in nature. 

Good Character: Respondent's extraordinarily good character is attested to by a wide range of references 
in the legal and general communities who are aware of the full extent of Respondent's misconduct. 

Rehabilitation: Considerable time has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred 
followed by convincing proof of subsequent rehabilitation. 

No mitigating circumstances are involved. 

Additional mitigating circumstances: 

Pretrial Stipulation, see page 14. 
Cooperation with State Bar Investigation, see page 15. 

D. Recommended Discipline: 

(1) 

(2) 

El Actual Suspension: 

Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for , the execution of that suspension is stayed, 
and Respondent is placed on probation for with the following conditions. 

a Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for the first of the period of 
Respondent's probation. 

Actual Suspension "And Until" Rehabilitation: 

Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for . the execution of that suspension is stayed, 
and Respondent is placed on probation for with the following conditions. 

o Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a minimum of the first of 
Respondent's probation and until Respondent provides proof to the State Bar Court of Respondent's 
rehabilitation, fitness to practice, and present learning and ability in the general law. (Rules Proc. of 
State Bar, tit. IV, Stds. for Atty. Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, std. 1.2(c)(1).) 

(Effective July 1, 2018) 
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(3) El Actual Suspension “And Until” Restitution (Single Payee) and Rehabilitation: 

Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for , the execution of that suspension is stayed, 
and Respondent is placed on probation for 

‘ with the following conditions. 

0 Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a minimum of the first of 
Respondent’s probation. and Respondent will remain suspended until both of the following 
requirements are satisfied: 

a. Respondent makes restitution to in the amount of $ plus 10 percent interest per 
year from (or reimburses the Client Security Fund to the extent of any payment from the 
Fund to such payee, in accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6140.5) and 
furnishes satisfactory proof to the State Bar's Office of Probation in Los Angeles; and 

b. Respondent provides proof to the State Bar Court of Respondent's rehabilitation, fitness to 
practice,’and present Ieaming and ability in the general law. (Rules Proc. of State Bar. 
tit. IV, Stds. for Atty. Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, std. 1.2(c)(1).) 

(4) >14 Actual Suspension "And Until" Restitution (Multiple Payees) and Rehabilitation: 

Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for three years, the execution of that suspension is 
stayed, and Respondent is placed on probation for three years with the following conditions. 

0 Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a minimum of the first 18 months of 
Respondent's probation, and Respondent will remain suspended until both of the following 
requirements are satisfied: 

a. Respondent must make restitution, including the principal amount plus 10 percent interest per 
year (and furnish satisfactory proof of such restitution to the Office of Probation), to each of the 
following payees (or reimburse the Client Security Fund to the extent of any payment from the 
Fund to such payee in accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6140.5): 

Amount Interest Accrues From 
Janene H-J 700 1 2012 
Richard W. 11 2012 

b. Respondent provides proof to the State Bar Court of Respondent's rehabilitation, fitness to 
practice, and present Ieaming and ability in the general law. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV. 
Stds. for Atty. Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, std. 1.2(c)(1).) 

(5) El Actual Suspension “And Until" Restitution (Single Payee) with Conditional Std. 1.2(c)(1) 
Requirement: 

Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for , the execution of that suspension is stayed, 
and Respondent is placed on probation for with the following conditions. 

(Effective July 1. 2018) 
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(6) 

(7) 

0 Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a minimum for the first of 
Respondent's probation, and Respondent will remain suspended until the following requirements are 
satisfied: 

a. Respondent makes restitution to in the amount of $ plus 10 percent interest per 
year from (or reimburses the Client Security Fund to the extent of any payment from the 
Fund to such payee, in accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6140.5) and 
furnishes satisfactory proof to the State Bar's Office of Probation in Los Angeles; and, 

b. If Respondent remains suspended for two years or longer, Respondent must provide proof to the 
State Bar Court of Respondent's rehabilitation, fitness to practice, and present learning and ability 
in the general law. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV, Stds. for Atty. Sanctions for Prof. 
Misconduct, std. 1.2(c)(1).) 

Actual Suspension “And Until” Restitution (Multiple Payees) with Conditional std. 1.2(c)(1) 
Requirement: 

Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for , the execution of that suspension is stayed, 
and Respondent is placed on probation for with the following conditions. 

o Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a minimum for the first of 
Respondent's probation, and Respondent will remain suspended until the following requirements are 
satisfied: 

a. Respondent must make restitution. including the principal amount plus 10 percent interest per 
year (and furnish satisfactory proof of such restitution to the Office of Probation), to each of the 
following payees (or reimburse the Client Security Fund to the extent of any payment from the 
Fund to such payee in accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6140.5): 

Amount Interest Accrues From 

b. If Respondent remains suspended for two years or longer, Respondent must provide proof to the 
State Bar Court of Respondent's rehabilitation, fitness to practice, and present learning and ability 
in the general law. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV, Stds. for Atty. Sanctions for Prof. 
Misconduct, std. 1.2(c)(1).) 

Actual Suspension with Credit for Interim Suspension: 

Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for , the execution of that suspension is stayed, 
and Respondent is placed on probation for with the following conditions. 

a Respondent is suspended from the practice of law for the first of probation (with credit given 
for the period of interim suspension which commenced on ). 

E. Additional Conditions of Probation: 

(Effective July 1, 2018) 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(Effective July 1, 2018) 

IZ Review Rules of Professional Conduct: Within 30 days after the effective date of the Supreme Court 
order imposing discipline in this matter, Respondent must (1) read the California Rules of Professional 
Conduct (Rules of Professional Conduct) and Business and Professions Code sections 6067, 6068, and 
6103 through 6126, and (2) provide a declaration, under penalty of perjury, attesting to Respondent’s 
compliance with this requirement, to the State Bar’s Office of Probation in Los Angeles (Office of Probation) 
with Respondent's first quarterly report. 

Comply with State Bar Act, Rules of Professional Conduct, and Probation Conditions: Respondent 
must comply with the provisions of the State Bar Act. the Rules of Professional Conduct, and all conditions 
of Respondent's probation. 

Maintain Valid Official Membership Address and Other Required Contact Information: Within 30 
days after the effective date of the Supreme Court order imposing discipline in this matter, Respondent 
must make certain that the State Bar Attorney Regulation and Consumer Resources Office (ARCR) has 
Respondent's current office address, email address, and telephone number. If Respondent does not 
maintain an office, Respondent must provide the mailing address, email address, and telephone number to 
be used for State Bar purposes. Respondent must report, in writing, any change in the above information 
to ARCR, within ten (1 0) days after such change, in the manner required by that office. 

Meet and Cooperate with Office of Probation: Within 15 days after the effective date_ of the Supreme 
Court order imposing discipline in this matter, Respondent must schedule a meeting with Respondent's 
assigned probation case specialist to discuss the terms and conditions of Respondenfs discipline and, 
within 30 days after the effective date of the court's order, must participate in such meeting. Unless 
otherwise instructed by the Office of Probation, Respondent may meet with the probation case specialist in 
person or by telephone. During the probation period, Respondent must promptly meet with representatives 
of the Office of Probation as requested by it and, subject to the assertion of applicable privileges, must fully, 
promptly, and truthfully answer any inquiries by it and provide to it any other information requested by it. 

State Bar Court Retains JurisdictionIAppear Before and Cooperate with State Bar Court: During 
Respondent's probation period, the State Bar Court retains jurisdiction over Respondent to address issues 
concerning compliance with probation conditions. During this period, Respondent must appear before the 
State Bar Court as required by the court or by the Office of Probation after written notice mailed to 
Respondent's official membership address, as provided above. Subject to the assertion of applicable 
privileges, Respondent must fully, promptly, and truthfully answer any inquiries by the court and must 
provide any other information the court requests. 

Quarterly and Final Reports: 

a. Deadlines for Reports. Respondent must submit written quarterly reports to the Office of Probation no 
later than each January 10 (covering October 1 through December 31 of the prior year), April 10 
(covering January 1 through March 31), July 10 (covering April 1 through June 30), and October 10 
(covering July 1 through September 30) within the period of probation. If the first report would cover 
less than 30 days, that report must be submitted on the next quarter date and cover the extended 
deadline. In addition to all quarterly reports, Respondent must submit a final report no earlier than ten 
(10) days before the last day of the probation period and no later than the last day of the probation 
period. 

b. Contents of Reports. Respondent must answer, under penalty of perjury, all inquiries contained in the 
quarterly report form provided by the Office of Probation, including stating whether Respondent has 
complied with the State Bar Act and the Rules of Professional Conduct during the applicable quarter or 
period. All reports must be: (1) submitted on the form provided by the Office of Probation; (2) signed 
and dated after the completion of the period for which the report is being submitted (except for the final 
report); (3) filled out completely and signed under penalty of perjury; and (4) submitted to the Office of 
Probation on or before each report's due date. 

Actual Suspension
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(7) 

(3) 

(9) 

(10) Cl 

(11) El 

c. Submission of Reports. All reports must be submitted by: (1) fax or email to the Office of Probation; 
(2) personal delivery to the Office of Probation; (3) certified mail, return receipt requested, to the Office 
of Probation (postmarked on or before the due date); or (4) other tracked-service provider, such as 
Federal Express or United Parcel Service, etc. (physically delivered to such provider on or before the 
due date). 

d. Proof of Compliance. Respondent is directed to maintain proof of Respondent’s compliance with the 
above requirements for each such report for a minimum of one year after either the period of probation 
or the period of Respondent's actual suspension has ended, whichever is longer. Respondent is 
required to present such proof upon request by the State Bar, the Office of Probation, or the State Bar 
Court. 

State Bar Ethics School: Within one year after the effective date of the Supreme Court order imposing 
discipline in this matter, Respondent must submit to the Office of Probation satisfactory evidence of 
completion of the State Bar Ethics School and passage of the test given at the end of that session. This 
requirement is separate from any Minimum Continuing Legal Education (MCLE) requirement, and 
Respondent will not receive MCLE credit for attending this session. If Respondent provides satisfactory 
evidence of completion of the Ethics School after the date of this stipulation but before the effective date of 
the Supreme Court’s order in this matter, Respondent will nonetheless receive credit for such evidence 
toward Respondent’s duty to comply with this condition. 

State Bar Ethics School Not Recommended: It is not recommended that Respondent be ordered to 
attend the State Bar Ethics School because the Review Department ordered respondent to attend 
State Bar Ethics School as part of his prior disciplinary proceeding (Exhibit 1). In the Matter of 
Seltzer (Review Dept. 2013) 5. Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 263, 272 fn. 7 . 

State Bar Client Trust Accounting School: Within one year after the effective date of the Supreme Court 
order imposing discipline in this matter, Respondent must submit to the Office of Probation satisfactory 
evidence of completion of the State Bar Client Trust Accounting School and passage of the test given at 
the end of that session. This requirement is separate from any Minimum Continuing Legal Education 
(MCLE) requirement, and Respondent will not receive MCLE credit for attending this session. If 

Respondent provides satisfactory evidence of completion of the Client Trust Accounting School after the 
date of this stipulation but before the effective date of the Supreme Court's order in this matter, Respondent 
will nonetheless receive credit for such evidence toward Respondent's duty to comply with this condition. 

Minimum Continuing Legal Education (MCLE) Courses - California Legal Ethics [Alternative to 
State Bar Ethics School for Out-of-State Residents]: Because Respondent resides outside of 
California, within after the effective date of the Supreme Court order imposing discipline in this 
matter, Respondent must either submit to the Office of Probation satisfactory evidence of completion of the 
State Bar Ethics School and passage of the test given at the end of that session or, in the alternative, 
complete hours of California Minimum Continuing Legal Education-approved participatory activity in 
California legal ethics and provide proof of such completion to the Office of Probation. This requirement is 
separate from any MCLE requirement, and Respondent will not receive MCLE credit for this activity. If 

Respondent provides satisfactory evidence of completion of the Ethics School or the hours of legal 
education described above, completed after the date of this stipulation but before the effective date of the 
Supreme Court's order in this matter, Respondent will nonetheless receive credit for such evidence toward 
Respondent’s duty to comply with this condition. 

Criminal Probation: Respondent must comply with all probation conditions imposed in the underlying 
criminal matter and must report such compliance under penalty of perjury in all quarterly and final reports 
submitted to the Office of Probation covering any portion of the period of the criminal probation. In each 
quarterly and final report, if Respondent has an assigned criminal probation officer, Respondent must 
provide the name and current contact information for that criminal probation officer. If the criminal 
probation was successfully completed during the period covered by a quarterly or final report, that fact 
must be reported by Respondent in such report and satisfactory evidence of such fact must be provided 
with it. If, at any time before or during the period of probation, Respondent’s criminal probation is revoked, 

(Effective July 1, 2018) ’ 
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(12) Cl 

(13) El 

(14) El 

(15) III 

Respondent is sanctioned by the criminal court, or Respondent’s status is otherwise changed due to any 
alleged violation of the criminal probation conditions by Respondent, Respondent must submit the criminal 
court records regarding any such action with Respondent’s next quarterly or final report. 

Minimum Continuing Legal Education (MCLE): Within after the effective date of the Supreme 
Court order imposing discipline in this matter, Respondent must complete hour(s) of California 
Minimum Continuing Legal Education-approved participatory activity in SELECT ONE and must 
provide proof of such completion to the Office of Probation. This requirement is separate from any MCLE 
requirement, and Respondent will not receive MCLE credit for this activity. If Respondent provides 
satisfactory evidence of completion of the hours of legal education described above. completed after the 
date of this stipulation but before the effective date of the Supreme Court's order in this matter, 
Respondent will nonetheless receive credit for such evidence toward Respondent's duty to comply with 
this condition. 

Other: Respondent must also comply with the following additional conditions of probation: 

Proof of Compliance with Rule 9.20 Obligations: Respondent is directed to maintain, for a minimum of 
one year after commencement of probation, proof of compliance with the Supreme Court's order that 
Respondent comply with the requirements of California Rules of Court, rule 9.20, subdivisions (a) and (c). 
Such proof must include: the names and addresses of all individuals and entities to whom Respondent 
sent notification pursuant to rule 9.20; a copy of each notification letter sent to each recipient; the original 
receipt or postal authority tracking document for each notification sent; the originals of all returned receipts 
and notifications of non-delivery; and a copy of the completed compliance affidavit filed by Respondent 
with the State Bar Court. Respondent is required to present such proof upon request by the State Bar, the 
Office of Probation, or the State Bar Court. 

The following conditions are attached hereto and incorporated: 

El Financial Conditions [I Medical Conditions 

[:1 Substance Abuse Conditions 

The period of probation will commence on the effective date of the Supreme Court order imposing discipline in this 
matter. At the expiration of the probation period. if Respondent has complied with all conditions of probation, the 
period of stayed suspension will be satisfied and that suspension will be terminated. 

F. Other Requirements Negotiated by the Parties (Not Probation Conditions): 

(1) 

(Effective July 1, 2018) 

El Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination Within One Year or During Period of Actual 
suspension: Respondent must take and pass the Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination 
administered by the National Conference of Bar Examiners within one year after the effective date of the 
Supreme Court order imposing discipline in this matter or during the period of Respondent’s actual 
suspension, whichever is longer, and to provide satisfactory proof of such passage to the State Bar's 
Office of Probation within the same period. Failure to do so may result in suspension. (Cal. Rules of 
Court, rule 9.10(b).) If Respondent provides satisfactory evidence of the taking and passage of the above 
examination after the date of this stipulation but before the effective date of the Supreme Court's order in 
this matter, Respondent will nonetheless receive credit for such evidence toward Respondent’s duty to 
comply with this requirement. 

Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination Requirement Not Recommended: It is not 
recommended that Respondent be ordered to take and pass the Multistate Professional Responsibility 
Examination because the Supreme Court ordered respondent to take and pass the Multistate 
Professional Responsibility Examination as part of his prior disciplinary proceeding (Exhibit 1). In 
the Matter of Seltzer (Review Dept. 2013) 5. Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 263, 272 fn. 7. 

Actual Suspension
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(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(5) 

>14 California Rules of Court, Rule 9.20: Respondent must comply with the requirements of California 
Rules of Court, rule 9.20, and perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 30 
and 40 days, respectively, after the effective date of the Supreme Court order imposing discipline in this 
matter. Failure to do so may result in disbarment or suspension. 

For purposes of compliance with rule 9.20(a), .the operative date for identification of “clients being 
represented in pending matters” and others to be notified is the filing date of the Supreme Court order, 
not any later “effective” date of the order. (Athearn v. State Bar (1982) 32 Cal.3d 38, 45.) Further, 
Respondent is required to file a rule 9.20(c) affidavit even if Respondent has no clients to notify on the 
date the Supreme Court filed its order in this proceeding. (Powers v. State Bar (1988) 44 Cal.3d 337, 
341.) In addition to being punished as a crime or contempt, an attorney's failure to comply with rule 9.20 
is, inter alia, cause for disbarment, suspension, revocation of any pending disciplinary probation, and 
denial of an application for reinstatement after disbarment. (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 9.20(d).) 

California Rules of Court, Rule 9.20 — Conditional Requirement: If Respondent remains suspended 
for 90 days or longer, Respondent must comply with the requirements of California Rules of Court, 
rule 9.20, and perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 120 and 130 days, 
respectively, after the effective date of the Supreme Court order imposing discipline in this matter. Failure 
to do so may result in disbarment or suspension. 

For purposes of compliance with rule 9.20(a), the operative date for identification of "clients being 
represented in pending matters” and others to be notified is the filing date of the Supreme Court order, 
not any later “effective" date of the order. (Athearn v. State Bar (1982) 32 Cal.3d 38, 45.) Further, 
Respondent is required to file a rule 9.20(c) affidavit even if Respondent has no clients to notify on the 
date the Supreme Court filed its order in this proceeding. (Powers v. State Bar (1988) 44 Cal.3d 337, 
341.) In addition to being punished as a crime or contempt, an attorney's failure to comply with rule 9.20 
is, inter alia, cause for disbarment, suspension, revocation of any pending disciplinary probation, and 
denial of an application for reinstatement after disbarment. (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 9.20(d).) 

California Rules of Court, Rule 9.20, Requirement Not Recommended: It is not recommended that 
Respondent be ordered to comply with the requirements of California Rules of Court, rule 9.20, because 

Other Requirements: It is further recommended that Respondent be ordered to comply with the following 
additional requirements: 

(Effective July 1, 2018) 
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ATTACHMENT TO 
STIPULATION RE F ACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION 

IN THE MATTER OF: STEPHEN RAWLIEGH GOLDEN 
CASE NUMBERS: 17-0-6078; SBC-19-0-30085 

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. 
Respondent admits that the following facts are true and that he is culpable of violations of the specified 
statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct. 

Case No. 17-0-6078 (Complainants: Evie R. and Mag C.[ 
FACTS: 

1. On April 5, 2017, Evie R. and Mary C. (collectively “c1ients”) hired respondent to represent 
them in a lis pendens proceeding. 

2. On May 19, 2017, clients hired respondent to represent them in a related unlawful detainer 
matter. 

3. They paid respondent, in total, $9,150 for both matters. 

4. On June 29, 2017, clients terminated respondent for both matters and requested a refimd in the 
amount of $8,350. 

5. On September 8, 2017, respondent sent an email to his staff asking for the hours worked on 
the clients’ matters. 

6. On September 9, 2017, respondent emailed Evie R. and told her that he was informed that she 
wanted to discuss the work performed on her case. He fi1rther informed her he needed a few weeks to 
get all the hours from everyone that worked on the case. 

7. On September 9, 2017, Evie R. replied by email to respondent. In the email, Evie R. stated 
that respondent should already have the hours worked by the three employees. 

8. On September 11, 2017, Evie R. received an email from an employee for respondent. The 
employee informed her respondent’s office was still updating her accounting. 

9. On September 20, 2017, Evie R. emailed respondent and repeated her request for a refund 
minus respondent’s expenses. 

10. On January 9, 2018, following clients’ State Bar complaint and the State Bar’s request for 
information, an employee for respondent advised the State Bar by email that the accounting would be 
supplied to the State Bar shortly. The employee attributed the delay to the bookkeeper no longer 
working for respondent.
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11. On January, 9, 2018, respondent informed the State Bar (via letter) that an accounting for the 
cases would be forthcoming. 

12. On J anuaxy 31, 2018, the State Bar asked, by email, about the status of the accounting. In the 
email, the State Bar noted that respondent sent two differing estimated numbers of hours spent on the 
C8568. 

13. That day (Wednesday, January 31, 2018), an employee from respondent’s office replied by 
email and stated that she was still trying to calculate the figures and expected to provide them by 
Monday (February 5, 2018). 

14. On Februaty 8, 2018, respondent informed the State Bar, by email, that an accounting would 
take a few more days as his accountant was out with the flu. 

15. On April 5, 2018, an employee from respondent’s office contacted the State Bar via email 
and apologized for providing the State Bar the accounting later than expected. Attached to the email was 
clients’ billing for both matters. The accounting rcflected an inaccurate amount of $6,350 received by 
respondent for the two matters. 

16. On April 10, 2018, the State Bar contacted respondent and informed him that, according to 
the clients, they paid a total of $8,350 for the two cases, $6650 for the lis pendens case and $1,700 for 
the unlawful detajner and that the amount received by respondent was not correct in the accounting. 

17. On April 12, 2018, respondent responded and informed the State Bar that he would have his 
staff further investigate the matter and that his accountant quit. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
18. By failing to promptly provide an accounting to clients following the termination of his 

employment, respondent willfillly violated former Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 4-100(B)(3). 

Case No. SBC-19-0-30085 (Complainant: Janene H3!) 

FACTS: 

19. Janene H-J signed a fee agreement with United States Foreclosure Defense Law Group 
(U SFDLG) on May 18, 2012 for loan modification services. 

20. During the course of the representation, respondent acted as a proxy for USFDLG. 
According to the fee agreement, respondent was of-counsel and signed the fee agreement on behalf of 
USFDLG. The agreement required an initial fee of $6,000 and a monthly fee of $1,250. 

1 A “[w]ilful violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct is established by a demonstration that the attorney ‘acted or 
omitted to act purposely, that is, that he knew what he was doing or not doing and that he intended either to commit the act or 
to abstain fi‘om committing it. [Citations.]’ [Citations.]” Phillips v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 944, 952-953 (first omitted 
citations from original; fn. omitted).
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21. Over the next four years, respondent proceeded to request and collect payments from Janene 
H-J for a loan modification prior to the completion of that service. During that time she paid $91,700. 
Janene H-I withdrew money from her retirement to pay respondcnt. 

22. Janene H-J fired respondent in June 2016, prior to the completion of respondent’s loan 
modification services. 

23. Following the termination of employment, respondent failed to provide Janene H-J with an 
accounting for the work he performed. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
24. Between.May 18, 2012 to June 2016, respondent collected $91,700 for a loan modification 

from Janene H-J before respondent had fully performed each and every service for that modification in 
violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2944.7, in willful violation of the former Rules of 
Professional Conduct, rule 4-200(A). 

25. By failing to provide an accounting to Janene H-J following the termination of his 
employment, respondent willfully violated former Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 4-lO0(B)(3). 

Case No. SBC-19-O-30085 (Complainant: Richard W.[ 

FACTS: 

26. On September 11, 2012, Richard W. hired respondent for “litigation and foreclosure 
prevention services”. The “ATTORNEY-CLIENT CONTRACT” required Richard W. to initially pay 
respondent $1,500.00 and an additional $1,500.00 per month during the “loan mod/litigation process.” 

27. The fee agreement did not contain the appropriate language, required by Civil Code section 
2944.6, informing Richard W. that he did not need to hire a third party to arrange a load modification. 

28. On January 2, 2017, Richard W. terminated respondent’s representation. 

29. From September 20, 2012 to January 2, 2017 Richard W. paid respondent $79,500 in 
advance fees prior to the completion of respondent’s loan modification service. 

30. During the representation, respondent instructed Richard W. to stop paying his mortgage. 
Heeding respondent’s advice, Richard W. fell behind on his mortgage in excess of $1 00,000 in 2017. 

31. Following Richard W.’s termination of respondent, Richard W. did not receive an accounting 
for services rendered by respondent. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
32. By charging Richard W. an advance fee for a loan modification before respondent had fi1lly 

performed each and every service respondent had been contracted to perform in violation of Civil Code
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section 2944.7(a)(1), respondent willfully failed to support the laws of this State in willfi11 violation of 
Business and Professions Code section 6068(a). 

33. By failing to provide Richard W. with the language and infonnation required by Civil Code 
section 2944.6 in the fee agreement for Richard W.’s representation, respondent willfully violated 
Business and Professions Code, sections 6106.3(a). 

34. By failing to provide an accounting to Richard W. following the termination of his 
employment, respondent willfiflly violated former Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 4-100(B)(3). 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
Prior Record of Discipline: 
In a published Review Department decision, the Review Department found respondent culpable for 25 
counts of misconduct in 11 separate cases (14-O-06366, 15-O-10090, 15-O-10686, 15-O-11035, 15-O- 
11090, 15-O-1 1237, 16-O-10260, 16-O-10597, 16-O-10896, 16-0-11152, 16-O-11971). The Review 
Department found respondent culpable of 14 violations of Business and Professions Code section 
6106.3(a) (11 violations of Civil Code section 2944.7(a)(1) and 3 violations of Civil Code section 
2944.6(a)) and 11 violations of former Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 4-lOO(B)(3). 

On November 20, 2018, the Supreme Court denied respondent’s petition for review and imposed two 
years stayed suspension, three years probation, and one year actual suspension and until respondent paid 
over $200,000 in restitution (plus interest) and he provided proof of rehabilitation pursuant to Standard 
for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct, Standard 1.2(c)( 1). 

The parties stipulate to a true and correct copy of respondeht’s past discipline attached as Exhibit 1. 

Multiple Acts: 
The above violations, in three separate cases, constitute multiple acts of misconduct. Multiple acts of 
misconduct can be considered serious aggravation. (See, e.g., In the Matter of Valinoti (Review Dept. 
2002) 4 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 498, 555; In the Matter of Tiernan (Review Dept. 1996) 3 Cal. State Bar 
Ct. Rptr. 523 [when attorney commits multiple violations of same condition, gravity of each successive 
violation increases so last violation warranted greatest level of discip1inc].) 

Harm: 
Janene H-J withdrew money from her retirement to pay respondent’s illegal monthly fees. Richard W., 
heeded respondent’ s advice and paid respondent rather than paying down his mortgage. (In the Matter of 
Casey (Review Dept. 2008) 5 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 117, 126 [significant harm’ found where client had 
to hire new counsel, incurred significant amount of attomey’s fees, and suffered three years of misery in 
an unsuccessful attempt to reclaim her condo] .) 

MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES: 

Pre-Filing/T rial Stipulation: 
By entering into a pre-trial stipulation, thereby preselving State Bar Court time and resources, as well as 
acknowledging and accepting responsibility for his misconduct, he will be entitled to mitigation. 

///
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Cooperation with State Bar Investigation: 
Throughout the investigation of these three matters, respondent promptly replied to State Bar inquiries 
and provided entire client files. 

SUPPORTING AUTHORITY 
The Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct “set forth a means for determining 
the appropriate disciplinary sanction in a particular case and to ensure consistency across cases dealing 
with similar misconduct and surrounding circumstances.” (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV, Stds. for 
Atty. Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, std. 1.1. All further references to standards are to this source.) 
The standards help fulfill the primary purposes of discipline, which include: protection of the public, the 
courts and the legal profession; maintenance of the highest professional standards; and preservation of 
public confidence in the legal profession. (See std. 1.1; In re Morse (1995) 11 Cal.4th 184, 205.) 

Although not binding, the standards are entitled to “great weight” and should be followed “whenever 
possible” in determining level of discipline. (In re Silverton (2005) 36 Cal.4th 81, 92, quoting In re 
Brown (1995) 12 Cal.4th 205, 220 and In re Young (1989) 49 Cal.3d 257, 267, fn. 11.) Adherence to the 
standards in the great majority of cases serves the valuable purpose of eliminating disparity and assuring 
consistency, that is, the imposition of similar attorney discipline for instances of similar attorney 
misconduct. (In re Naney (1990) 51 Cal.3d 186, 190.) If a recommendation is at the high end or low 
end of a standard, an explanation must be given as to how the recommendation was reached. (Std. 1.1.) 
“Any disciplinary recommendation that deviates from the Standards must include clear reasons for the 
departure.” (Std. 1.1; Blair v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 762, 776, fn. 5.) 

In determining whether to impose a sanction greater or less than that specified in a given standard, in 
addition to the factors set forth in the specific standard, consideration is to be given to the primary 
purposes of discipline; the balancing of all aggravating and mitigating circumstances; the type of 
misconduct at issue; whether the client, public, legal system or profession was harmed; and the 
member’s willingness and ability to conform to ethical responsibilities in the fi1ture. (Stds. 1.7(b) and 
(C)-) 

Standard 1.7(a) requires that where a respondent is charged with two or more acts of misconduct, and 
different sanctions are prescribed by the standards that apply to those acts, the sanction imposed shall be 
the more and most severe prescribed in the applicable standards. Standard 1.7(b) provides where 
aggravating circumstances are found and the net effect demonstrates a greater sanction is needed to 
fulfill the primary sources of discipline, it is appropriate to recommend greater discipline than otherwise 
specified in a given standard. 

Addressing the cases in reverse order, the allegations for SBC-19-0-30085 mirror respondcnt’s conduct 
in his prior discipline and occurred during the same timefiame as those matters (see attached Exhibit 1). 
These matters are subject to In the Matter of Sklar (Review Dept. 1993) 2 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 602 
(Sklar) for purposes of discipline. As explained in Sklar and In the Matter of Bach (Review Dept. 1991) 
1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 631, discipline may be reduced when a respondent’s current and prior 
misconduct overlap in time. 

But, case number 17-O-‘6078 is not subject to Sklar for purposes of discipline and mitigation. It occurred 
after the initiation of the State Bar proceedings in respondent’s prior discipline case, mirrors some of the 
violations for which respondent faced discipline, and merits a significant increase from the standard 
discipline associated with a breach of former Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 4-1 0O(B)(3). (In the

15



Matter of Joseph Lynn DeClue (Review Dept. 2016) 5 State Bar Court Rpu‘. 437, 444 [attorney was on 
notice of misconduct because he continued to collect illegal advance fees after signing a stipulation in 
first discipline case]; In the Matter of Kaplan (Review Dept. 1996) 3 Cal. State Bar Court Rptr. 547, 564 
[significant weight for prior record where misconduct at issue occurred before prior discipline imposed, 
but after respondent was on notice of ethically questionable nature of his similar conduct underlying 
prior record]; In the Matter of Gadda (Review Dept. 2002) 4 Cal. State Bar Court Rptr. 416, 443 -444 
[similarities between prior and current misconduct render previous discipline more serious, as they 
indicate prior discipline did not rehabiIitate].) 

Moreover, Standard 1.8(a) provides the most severe standard in this matter. Standard 1.8(a) states that if 
a respondent has one record of prior discipline, the discipline imposed for the current misconduct must 
be greater than the previous discipline unless the prior discipline was “so remote in time and the 
previous misconduct was not serious enough that imposing greater discipline would be manifestly 
unjust.” (Emphasis added.) On November 20, 2018, the Supreme Court imposed two years stayed 
suspension, three years probation, and one year actual suspension. This misconduct was not remote and 
was serious. 

Thus, pursuant to Standards 1.8(a), and weighing the aggravating circumstances, lack of mitigating 
circumstances, and the fact that respondent’s behavior demonstrates his inability to adhere to his ethical 
obligations, especially in light of pending disciplinary matters for the same misconduct, 18 months of 
actual suspension continuing until both restitution is paid and respondent shows proof of rehabilitation, 
is warranted. Such a result will serve the purposes of discipline and is not manifestly unjust. 

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Respondent acknowledges that the Office of Chief Trial Counsel has informed respondent that as of 
March 13, 2019, the discipline costs in this matter are $9,414. Respondent further acknowledges that 
should this stipulation be rejected or should relief fiom the stipulation be granted, the costs in this matter 
may increase due to the cost of filrther proceedings.
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{Do not write above this !i_l1§.) 

In the Matter of: Case Number(s): 
STEPHEN RAWLIEGH GOLDEN 17-O-6078; SBC~19-0-30085 

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES 
By their signatures below. the parties and their counsel, as appiicable. signify their agreement with each of the 
recitatlons and each of the terms and conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Disposition. 

fl A 

. / g/42‘ é _/ ,/ _ “ ’ 
" 

Stephen Rawliegh Golden 
ate Respondenfs Signature prim Name 

/W ,

~ 
Date e |SigfitI.lJ;_e. Print Name 
g’ 

2/2 ‘ / Q . . Joseph A. Silvoso, III 
Date D uty rial Co(Inse!’s Signature prim Name 

~~~ 

(Effective July1. 2018) 
Signature Page 

Page 3 1



(Do not write above this line.) 

In the Matter of: Case Number(s): 
STEPHEN RAWLIEGH GOLDEN 17-O-6078; SBC-19-0-3 0085 

ACTUAL SUSPENSION ORDER 
Finding the stipulation to be fair to the parties and that it adequately protects the public, IT IS ORDERED that the 
requested dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and: 

El The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED and the DISCIPLINE RECOMMENDED to the 
Supreme Court. 

XI The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set forth below, and the 
DISCIPLINE IS RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court. 

I] All Hearing dates are vacated. 

On page 5 of the Stipulation, at paragraph D.(4)a., “Janene H-J” is deleted, and in its place is inserted 
“Janene Henderson-Johnson”; furthermore, “Richard W.” is also deleted, and in its place is inserted 
“Richard Williams”. 

The parties are bound by the stipulation as approved unless: 1) a motion to withdraw or modify the stipulation, filed 
within 15 days after service of this order, is granted; or 2) this court modifies or further modifies the approved 
stipulation. (See Rules Proc. of State Bar. rule 5.58(E) & (F).) The effective date of this disposition is the effective 
date of the Supreme Court order herein, nonnally 30 days after the filed date of the Supreme Court order. 
(See Cal. Rules of Court, rule 9.18(a).) 

I 
" I 

,s<1£4...r;_.~:2r.;,4rz¢o/<3 :’,'...,"éAr(_; 
Da R BECCA MEY ROS NBERG 

Judge Pro Tem of the State Bar Co 

(Effective March 15. 2019) 
Actual Suspension Order 
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State Bar Court Nos. 14-O-063 66, 15-0-10090, 15-O-10686, I5-0-11035, 15-O-1 1090, 
IS-O-1 1237, 16-0-10260, 16-0-10597. 16-O-10896, I6-0-11152, 16-0-11971 

szsom 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CALIF £0581 
E" 3"” 

NDV2.0Zl318 

gorge Navarreta Clark 
In re STEPHEN RAWLIEGH GOLDEN on Disciplin 

Bemwtr“ 
The petition for review is denied. The court orders that Stephen Rawliegh 

Golden. State Bar Number 163366, is suspended fi'om the practice of law in California 
for two years. execution of that period of suspension is stayed. and he is placed on 
probation for three years subject to the following conditions: 

1. Stephen Rawlicgh Golden is suspended from the prantice of law for a 
minimum of the first year of probation, and he will remain suspended until the following 
conditions are satisfied: 

i. He makes restitution to the following payees (or reizzpburses the Client 
Security Fund, to the extent of any payment from the fund to the payees, in accordance 
with Business and Professions Code section 6140.5) and fumishes proof to the State 
Bar's Office of Probation in Los Angelcs: 

(1) Joshua McDonough in the amount of $35,1 17 plus 10 percent 
interest per ycar from November 18, 2010; 

(2) Tim Mazziotti and Suzanne Wells Schurrnan in the amount of 
$51,000 plus 10 percent interest per year from August 28, 2012; 

(3) Tim Mazziotti and Suzanne Wells Schurman in the amounfof $2,500 
plus 10 percent interest per year fiom February 8, 2016; 

(4) Don's Johnson Bennett in the amount of $18,150 plus 10 percent 
interest per year from December 4. 2014; 

(5) Jonathan Bartlett in the amqunt of$17,623.06 plus 10 percent 
interest per year from September 6, 2013; 

(6) Raymond and Suzanne Schneiders in the amount of $37,422.29 
plus 10 percent interest per year fiom February 24, 2014; 

(7) Oscar Arellano in the amount of $1 8,250 plus 10 percent interest 
per year from September 4, 2012; 

(8) Bo and Grace McCarthy in the amount of $13,500 plus 10 percent 
interest per year from January 15, 2014; 

(9) Robert Garcia in the amount of $4,950 plus 10 percent interest per 
ycar fi'om July 30, 2014; 

(10) Adrienne Kessler in the amount of $41,599.60 plus 10 percent 
interest per year from August 2, 2012; mm, __.., .,. ..._

I 

unlit--.



(11) Felice Soul: in the amount of $32,000 plus 10 percent interest per 
year from September 30, 2012; and ‘ 

(12) Cherie Adams in the amount of $6,250 plus 10 percent interest per 
year fiom March 4, 2014. 

ii. He provides proof to the State Bar Conn of his rehabilitation, fitness to 
practice, and learning and ability in the general law. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV, 
Stds. for Atty. Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, std. l.2(c)(1).) 

2. Stephen Rawliegh Golden must also comply with the 0111:: conditions of 
probation recommended by the Review Depmment of the State Bar Court in its Opinion 
filed on May 30, 2018.

I 

3. At the expiration of the period of probation, if Stephen Rawliegh Golden has 
complied with all conditions ofprobafion, the period of stayed suspension will be 
satisfied and that suspension will be terminated. 

Stephen Rawlicgh Golden must also take and pass the Multistate Professional 
Responsibility Examination within one year afier the cfibctivc date of this order, or 
dating the period ofhis suspension, whichever is longer and provide satisfactory proof of 
such passage to the State Bar's Office of Probation in Los Angclcs within the same 
period. Failure to do so may result in suspension. (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 9.l0(b).) 

Stephen Rawliegh Golden must also comply with California Rules of Court, rule 
9.20, and perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 30 and 
40 calendar days, respcctively, after the effective date of this order. Failure to do so may 
result in disbarment or suspension. 

Costs are awarded to the State Bar in accordance with Business and Professions 
Code section 6086.10 and are enforceable both as provided in Business and Professions 
Code section 6140.7 and as a money judgment. 

:.—;-:;,e .;'mee.s';.**..~*.wm°.e':". °‘"".”“““”"5 
Jggggdmg is . {nu “Wot” M “ ChlefJuStiCe 
shmvn byflmecordsofnyomgg, _ 

Witness mylnmdundlhuealoftlucomlus 

an *--»~. 
..
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puma MA'I‘I'.E.R--NOT DEsIGNA‘I'EDFORPUBLlCATl0N FILED 
MY 3 0' ‘£83 

8'.l.'A1'K EAR 

smmmncouar or mmomm
» 

nnvmwnm-mmmrrr 

Inthelvlatuecrof CaseNoa.l4-O-06366(1S-O-10090; 
15-O-10686; 15-0-1 I035; IS-O-11090;

)
J STEPHEN RAWLIEGH GOLDEN, I5-O-11237); 16-O-10260 (16-O-10597; 
) 16-O-10896; I6-0-11152; 16-O-H971) A Member of flue State Bar, No. 163366. -)5 (Consolidated) 
-) 

J OPINION 

Stephen Rawliegh Golden appeals a henringjud5e’s decision finding him culpable of 

25comtsofmisconduct1elatadtnhomeloanmodificationsetvicesinll olientmatners. 

Specifically, the judge found Golda: culpable of multiple coumsinaachofthree categocries of 

misconduct: (1) charging PW-Pfilformance fees; (2) failing to provide separate statamcnts, 

required bylaw, disclosingthatnthird-partyrepresentativewas unneoessaryflarloun 

modifica1ions;and(3)1'aiIingtom-ndutappropfinteaccounfings. 'I'hejudgefm.IndGo1de_n’s 

misconduct was mitigated byhis 17yearsofdiscipline—&eepzac1iceaudhi oaopmutioninthese 

prooeedings(i.c.,st1'pulatingto mnnyfactsthatestablishedhis culpability forthefirsttwo 

categories, and expressly siipulating to culpability for thethird). She found aggmvafing 

signlflmmcflmthflmmxfifipjpmmdemmshafingapumnofmiswndlwthdiflumcemumd 

mcfifiwfion,1md:argedmisconduuLfaflmcmmake1estiflIfi0n.8ndovmeading. Ihejudge 

nmmmmdedame-ymriammmspmdogwnfimingmflflddmmhamsflufimofmegal 
feescha1'gedtohisoli¢lII!.1101nlingn1otelhnn$278,000. 

Goldenappeals. I-Iechnllengwculpabilitymxincipallyarguingthathepzovided 

fmuflomedefenulifigafionradm1hmpwelylmnmodificafimseMou,md,thus,wu 

pemitcadtochargeandeollectadvannefees.'I‘l1s0fiiueofChiefTrialCouILseloftheStn1cBm~



(0CTC)doumt:ppedmulmqtwstsIhatwmafiunfl1ejudge'sfindh3gsmddiacipHno 

recommendation. 

Upmindependmtreviewofflwmamd(CaI.RnlesofCmngmlc9.12),weafiirmthe 

hsntingjudge'sfindingsoffactandIuwwifl1minotmbdi.flcuIions. Afiarreviewingflae 

appflcab1ediscipfinatysundmdsmdrdewmhmmodifiufimmsehw,weagreewifl1flw 

jndpflmGolden'smiswndudwmanuuone—yuraduflmspmsimmwnfinu:mfiJhemahcs 

fisllmsziuuiun. Wealsoxecommendthntherunainwspuxlednnfllhepmveshinebahifitafim 

andfiznesstopcactioehw. 

E. RELEVANTPROCEDURALHISPORY 
Goldenwasadmithedtopmctice1aWiI1Ca1i£orniaonJanuary4,1993,aIIdbnsnoprior 

record of discipline. On October 27, 2015, OCTC filed a 13-oountliolioe ofnisoiplinnry 
Charges (NDC) in Case Nos. 14-O-06366 (15-O-10090; 15-O-10636; l5-O-11035; 15-0-11090;

b 

-15-O-11237) (NDC-I). 

On July 14, 2016, ocrc an expedited proceeding (Case No. 16-‘IE-14488) 

seeking Golden's involuntary inactive enrollmcnt pursuant to Business and Professions Code 

section 6007, subdivision (c)(1)—(3).‘ Ahearing judge denied ocrcw petifion. 

On September 7, 2016, ocm filed an NDC incase Nos. 15-o-10250 (16-0-10597; 
16-D-10896; 16-0-11152; 15-0-1 1971) (NDC—2). NDC-1 and NDC-2 vmre consolidated on 

October 6, 2016. ocrc filed an amsnded 13-count NDC-2 (ANDC-2) on Deoembex 28, 2015. 

On March 13, ?0I7,thfl parties filedaneaumsive “StipulnliontoFncIs and Conclusions 

orLuw and Authentication ofExhihik" (Stipuluion). A five-day cm was held in Mud: 2011. 
OCTCpu'esa1md 11 wi1nesses,incIud1ngsevera1ofGo1den’sfonnerclien1s. Goldmtcstified 

‘AHfinfl1erratbxu:cesmseofionsuuto1h:BuainessmdPmfuasionsCodemless 
oflmwisenomed. Underaecfion6007,subdivixinn(c),anattmmymaybeinvolmn:rilyemonod 
umnofiwbuedonafindingfl1atthc‘ummey'scmdnctposesanbnmfidfl:ratofhumw 
thcI'uliel7eItsoffl:IeI11orney'sclianI3orIJothepuhlic.” 
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mapmnmauueewimm. Pziottofl:eu1doftrial,fl:eh:uingjIItigagrantad0CTC’s 
moaonmmnthmmecnugesmaujn:oornu:a:.inauamgmanmmmcsapu.am 

pouuia1h:ienng£anmma,mdun5wge:ssiwdh§rdeci:iononnme2s,2o17.‘ 

11. LEGISLATION meummc mm MODIFICATION smnvrcns 
In2009,fl1eIAgishhueammdedfl1chwmmgIflamanaflmncy'spufonnmceofhome 

loan modification services. Califominsenaua Bill No. 94 (s3 94),’ vdlichbecame eifectivcon 

October l1.2009,pmvidedtvmsafegmrdsfi)rbmmweIswhoemploymmwnotoassistwifl1a 

loanmodifiwion: (1)arequi1eme1rtfi:rnepa:axenotioaadvisingbmrowenthntitisnut 

necessnryto employ a thirdpaxtytonogotiate uloanmodificafion (Civ. Code, § 2944.6, 

saw. (a));‘ and &) I pmscripfionasainstclmeinz pm-perfionnance compensation. i.c., 

reslricfing the collection of fees until all contracted-for loan modification setvioes are completed. 

(Civ. Code, § 2944.7, subd. (a)).‘ The intent was to “pmevent persons fium charging borrowers 

annp-flan: feqproviding IixnitedserviaesthatfaiItohe1pth¢borrowe:c, andlcavingthe 

2 Afler trial was completed, the judge reoaived and granted Goldexfs unopposed motinn 
to withdraw Exhibit 1041. Inadvemmtly, Exhibit 1041 was not removed fiom the reooxtl. 

381394addedsoctions2944.6and2944.71oti1cCiviICodeandsection6106.3tothc 
Business and Professions Code (Stats. 2009,.Ch. 630, 5 10). 

‘civil Code section2944.6, subdivision (3), requires thatapexsonxttempfingto 
nagotin.1:ea.1oanmodifica1ionmust,befoxeentexingintuufceagreamngdisclosetofimbonower 
fizefollowinginfonnationin14-pointbold1ypefon1"asasepmtostatemenf': 

Itisnotnecessnympayathirdpmymanmgaforaloanmodificafionorother 
fmmoffmbearancefi:omyourmo1tgag¢lendcrorscrvicer.Youmaycallyom 
lendetdireoflytoaskforachangeinyourloanuams. Nonpmfithousing 
cmmafingagenniesalsoofihrflxesenndoflufiormsofbouovmassismnoefiec 
ofcharge. Alistofnonprofit hmssingcouaselingagamiesapptovedbyflne 
UniwdSmtcsDepuunenzofHuum‘ngandU1hanDev:loprna:taflJD)isavaihbh 
fiomyaln-locn!HlJDofliceorbyvisiting$wvw.hud.gnv. 
‘rnrelmntpm,c:vncoaasecdan2944.7,snbdivisim(a),;uovidesthat“itsha11be 

mhwfidforanypu:onwhonogoflntes,mmpumnegofiate,mmges,utompmmmmggor 
oflmrvfiseofi'asmpu£ormamougagelommodificddonor.othwfomofmmgagelom 
forbeuanceforafeeoroihexoompmsntionpaidbythebonuwex-,to...[1]...[c]laIm.demand, 
chuggwnocgmmceiwmymmpmsaflmmfilafierthepusmhmfunypetmmeduchmd 
ewwsuvicemepusonmnuacwdmperfiormmrcptesenwdthuhemahewomdperfom.” 
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~ bouowerwoneoifthan hcfioteheorsheengngedtheserviuesufalommodificatjlon 

consultam.” (Seu.Con1.onBanh'ng. Finnnee,andInsm:Inoe,An:ly:iaofScn.Bi!lNo.94 

(2009-201OReg. sess.)asamandedMar. 23,2009.pp. 5-6.) Atallfimesrelevanttothismntter, 

a violation of aither Civil Code prnvision constituted a misdemmnm‘ (Civ. Code, §§ 2944.6, 

subd. (c). 2944.7, subd. am, which is class for imposing attomsy diadpline. (§ 61063.)‘ 

111. FACTUAL mzmncs’ 
Theheu.ringjudge’sfnctunI findingsugforflzcmostparnmdixmmdbythepaxfiesnfi 

supportedbytherecord. Wcadoptflmse findingswiflaminnrmndificationsmssummatized 

balow. Notably, tbejudgc found that the testimony of Golden and his stafi'lach-.d credibility. 

Thcjudgebasedflaisoonclusion “on,amonguflmthings,the.fact1iIn1fl1eirtestimonydi1ectIy 

contradicted the overwhelming credible evidence before this court on various issues.” We give 
great weight to the judge’s cxedibifity findings. (McKnight v. State Bar (1991) 53 Cal.3d 1025, 

1032 [hearing judge best suited to resolve credibility questionsl.) 

Golden stipulated that clients in 11 mmers (collectively, the clients) sought his senrices 

to help them keep their homes or properties. Several ofthe clients ooutacmd Golden afier having 

been unsuccessful in obtaining lban modifications themselves. Golden discussed with the clients 

all available remedies, including a loan modification and litigation. He adviscd the clients that 

he anticipated filing litigafionén theirbehalfin the eventthattheirrespeefivelenders denied 

theirloanmodificationapplicationsorforotherreasons.
' 

‘Priorto January 1, 2017.aection 6106.3 provided. “Itshall constitutucauscfiorflm 
imposifimofdiscipflneofmmomeywithmflnmemingofthischnpmrtbrmauomeyw 
e1gngelnan;yoonductinviolalionofsection2944.6 or2944.7 ofthe Civilcode.” Elfective 
Jammy1,2017,the statutewasamendedaoflmtfl1erefemnoetoCivilCodesac1ion2944.7was 
removed. However, sincuallofthemiscundtmtmndu-lyingfl1ismat1:eroccuned.before 
Jammy 1, 2017. wefindthn11:hefinmuversionofsocliun6l06.3 applies. 

'ThcfiwIsincludcdinmisopinionambasedonfl1eSdpulafim,uinltn:fimony, 
doaumenlarycvidenoe. andtJ1cheazingjndge'sfuch:aHi.udings,whicharee:n1itledtogreat 
weisht (RlIlesPtoc.ofSta:teBar,ru1e5.155(A).) 
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Ead1cEentsiy1edanmhmagreanentcommitfingwpayGoldu1amonfl:lyadvuoo 

fee. Whiletheseagteenxeniswexelargelysitnilar. smnedifihcncasaistndgnohihlyonlysix 

includedfi1eCivil Codesoclion2944.6disclnimarlatmmge(§2944.6disclaimer),andfluee 

mtadthutlhemonthlyfeewmzlnibebilledduringfl1a“loanmodl1iflga1iompmcess”whilethe 

oflrerslnseddifierentlanglmse. Golden submitted loanmodificationapplimionsfnrnllbutonc 

ofthe enema,‘ and negotiutcd with their various lendeus. 

Goldenalso sfipulanedthataflatuminnfionofhis employment, hcfailedtomnder 

appmpriate accounlingsto the clients for the fees they paid, in violation of rule 4-100(B)(3) of 

the Rules ofmafessional comm.’ 

Lnaddifion,wifl1oncexoeptiondetniIedbclow, Goldenfailedtorefimdanyadvanoefees 

he received from the clients. 

A. Mcfionough Matter (Case No. I6-O-10260, ANDC‘-2, Counts One—Fonr) 

On November 18, 2010, Joshua McDonough employed Golda: and paid him an advance 

fee of $500. Their fee agreement did not oonxain the § 2944.5 disclaimer. On March 19, 2012, 

McDonough paid Golden another $2,500, and subsequently made monthly payments of S1 ,200. 

Golden's firm sent sevcral loan modification applications to McDonough’s lender but 

was unsuccessful for approximatnlytwo years. 0nJune 8, 2012, Golden filed a lawsuit on 

McDonough's behalf in Los Angeles County Superior Court. On August 8, the lawsuit was 

removedto federal court. andonNovember21, Goldendismissedit. OnApri!11. 20[3, Golden 

fi1edasccondlawsuit£orMcDonough, butagainlaterdismisseclit. 

'GoldmbegmptepnfingmapplicufionfixrthatomcEmmwhnpaidhimmon!hlyfees 
’Aflfimhamfe1tneesmmlesuemfl1eRmesofProfi:ssimdCondmtun}essoflmwiw 

noted. Under rule 4»-IOO(B)(3), a member shall “[m]ainto.in complete records ofall funds, 
socmifies.mdoflnrpmpwfiesofacfimt...mdrenduappmpda0ewcommwth:cHcnt 
rcgardi.ngthom...." 
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mMmn2o14, Go1densul:mil1edanotherappiica1ioufnrMcDonough. 1nA‘pri1 2014, 
Gddmentuedmmmothafieengumentu&fl1himflminchmedme§29M.6disdaimu,md 

ihcreaflewonfinuedtoirytoohininalounmodificafiom. 

Befbre mmalnaflng Golden's employment, Mcbonongh paid fees totaling $35,117. me: 
himuninaxinn. Goldenfuiledtorendexanappmp:iateaoca|mtingtoMcDonoughundfafledto 

refundmy advance fee: reoeived fromhim. 

B. Miuziotfl Mutter (Case No. 16-0-19597, ANDC-2, Counts Five-Sev) 

Tim Mazziotti and Suzanne Wells Schunnan (the Mazziotfis) employed Golden and paid 

himanadvance fee ofS1,500 an August 28, 2012. Their fee aglecmunt didnotcontninflxe 

§2944.6 disclaimer. 

On February 2, 2013, Golden submitted a loan modification application for the 

Mazziottis. At their leader’: request, Golden lam: submitted additional documents, but the 

application was denied on June 10, 2013. 

On Angus": 29, 2013, Golden filed alawsuit and recorded a lispendens on behalfofthe 

Mazziotiis. On March 14, 2014, he filed a First Amended Complaint, and on October 22, 8. 

Second Amended Complaint The Mnzziotfis made monthly payments from August 2012 to 

June 2015, and ultimatcly paid Golden a total of $51,000. 

Onlune 3, 2015. the Mazziottis decidedto selltheirhomeandasked Goldento represent 

thezninthc escrow, whichhedid. Ibeydiscussed scalingan ouistandingcauseofactionwifll 

thcleaderfor $2.500. OnFebrua1y 8,2016, thelviazziofliscallednbonithatsettinmmnt. 

Golden’: oflice accountant responded by “You had a balnnoe due of$$,487.93 at the time 

thatwezeoeivedthe. settlement check. We applied the $2.S00bahmoennd you still!-ave a. 
ba1maemminingfbr$2.987.93. Weareacuzallyowcdmonsyfiomyouwhichiswhy wedid



~ notsend anyfiandstnyou.” Afiaerhis termination, Goldmfailedtomdernnappmprinte 

acooImtingtofl1eMazu'nttisandfii1edIaorefimdanyadvance£oesmcaived fionnhum. 

C. Jhhnson Bennett Matter (Case No. 160-10896, ANDC-2, Count: Eight and Nina) 

Dam-islohnson Bamettamployodfloldcn andpaidhimanadvanoefecof$1,650on 

December4, 2014. FrcmFebruary 2 to Navembegr 2015, Johnsonliannettmade monthly 

paymentstn Goldenandulfimatclypnidatmal of$l8,l50. 

OnApa'il17, 2015, Golden submitted a loanmodificafion application onlohnson 

Benncttfs behalf. Onlnne 15, 2015, Golden filed ulawsuitugainsther1oanscrvicerinLos 

Angeles County Superior Court, which was memovedto hdml oourtin July anddismissed with 
prcjudioeinNovmnber. Galden appealed. but the appeal was dismissed on January 20, 2016, for 

fixilmeto prosecute. Afiethistermination, Goldenfiiledtorenderanapproprintemcounfingto 

Johnson Benneltandfailedtorefimd anyadvmoefees received fromher. 

D. Bartlett Matter (Case No. 1643-11152, ANDC4, Counts Tan and Eleven} 
Jonathan Bartlett employed Golden on September 6, 2013. ‘Emir fee agreement did not 

contain the § 2944.15 disn1aimer."’ Between September 6, 2013. and January 21. 2014, Bartlett 

paid Golden fines totaling $17,623.06. Golden submitted a loan modification application on 

Bartlett’s behalf. Afizer his tcnninniion, Golden failed to render an appropriate accounting to 

Bartlettandfailedto refundauyadvanoefieesreoeived fmmhim. 

E. Schnfiders Matter (Case No. 16-D-11971, ANDC-1, Count: Twelve and Thirteen) 

Raymond and Suzanne Schneider: (the Schneiderses) employad Golden on Febmary 10, 

2014, and paidhim an advance fee of$1,50O onFebnmry 24. On July 15, 2015, Golden 

submiIteda1onnmodificaflonrequest,whichwnsduaiadonJnly23. BetwemFebruary20l4 

andNovembet20I5. the Sohneidurses paid commfees 1ma1ing$37,422.29. Afierhis 

‘”Aithoughthcparflessfipulatedtofl1isiicLOCT‘CdidmtchmgeGnldmwifl1a 
violation ofCiviJ Code section 2944.6. subdivision (a), in the Bartlett matter. 
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temunal1on,' 
' 

Goldanfailedtorendetanappropnate' acco1mtingtotheSchne1dems' andfiziiedto 

refimd any advance fees mceived fiom them. 
F. Arellnno Mutter (Case No. 1443-06366, NBC-1, Counts One and Two) 

Oscarluellano e:nployedGoldcnonAugust22,2012. Thcirfecagreementdidnot 

containdle § 2944.6 disclainmr." 

On February 13, 2013, Golden submitted a loan mndificafion zequcstto ArcI1ano’s lender 
and loan scrvicar. In July, he withdrew from Arcllancrs representation without informing 

Arellano, who continued to makemonthly feepaymcnls. InJannary2014, Arellano visited 

Goldafsoffioe and was beenclosed. InMaroh20l5, Goldenrefimded 

$7,500 for the fees collecmd uficr Gold’: withdrawal. Arallmo paid Golden a total of 

$13,250" (afier deducting ihe mefimd). After his termination. Golden did not mnder an 

apprapriateaccountingt0A!elIanoand failedtotefimd anyadvatme fieeso1herflmnths$7,S00. 

G. McCarthy Matter (Case No. 1541-10090, NBC-L Counts Three and Four) 
Bo and Grace McCarthy (the McCa1fl1ys) employed Golden on January 15, 2014. 

Bctwcen January and Octnbu 2014, they paid Golden fiaes totaling $13,500. On May 14, 
Golden submitted a loan modification request to the Iviccarthys’ lender. Golden did not file 

litigation fiat the McCa11hys. They terminated Golden's employment amund December 2014. 

Afiamstarnfinafion,GoIdendidmttendarwappropz-iatcwwunfingndfiikdmmmnd any 

advance fees received from them. 

H. Garcia Matter (Case No. 150-10686. NDC-1, Counts Five and Six) 

Rnbcrt Garcia employed Golden on July 30, 2014, and paid him a $1,650 advance fee. 

By Sep'M=mbct2014. he hadpnid Golden fees totaling $4,950. In August 2014, Golden started 

"A1flmughihopa1fiesuipul:wdtnfl:isfiacLOCTCdidnotchngeGoldenwitha 
violation of Civil Code sect1'on2944.6, subdivision (a), inflxe Arellanomatter. 

"xnthesupumson.thisamomisuuedass19,soo.whichisinoo:.simnxwimaaesum 
ofmonthlypnymcnts Iismdinthestipulationandtherecord. 
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prapnringaloanmodification application fin Garcia. Gnrawiataz-mina1adGolden’a employment 

efluclive Oclaobu-16, 2014, hut1cins1nfieditonNovex'nber21;In Febm:y20l5, Gsrciaagxfin 

Iaeuninated Golden’: employment. Goldoudidnotaubmita [ounmodificaflomequesorfilc 

Iitiga11'onforGaroia.AflJerhistennination, Goldendidnotrenda'anIIppropria1euccom1t:ng' to 

Guniuandfniledtomfimdanyadvmoefeesreoeivodfiomhim. 

I. Kessier Mutter (Cue No. 1543-11035, NDC-1, Counts Seven and Eight) 

Adzi Kessler employed Gold:-nonAngust2, 2012. 'I'heir£eeagreement didnot 

contain the § 2944.6 disclnimer.”' Between August 2012 and October 2014, Kesslcr paid Golden 

flees totaling $41,599.60. In November 2012, Golden: submitted a loan modification requestto 

Kesslar’s lender. Golden later submitted further docmnentution for flnerequest, which was 

ewnmallydenied. 

In Ma.Ich20l4, Golden iiledacivilcomplnintforliessler, whichwasremoved to fedeml 

court in 2014 and thereafter dismissed by Golden. Kessler terminated Golden’: 

reprosentaxion in January 2015. Afier his tennination, Golden did not render an appropziate 

accounting to Kessler and failed to refimd any advance fees received from 1161‘. 

.1‘. Soul: Mutter (Case No. 1540-11090, NDC- . Counts Nine-Eleven) 

Felice Soule empioyed Golden on Saptembet 21, .'2JOI2, and paidhirn an advanoefeeof 

$1,500 on Scptnmber 30. 2012. Their fee agreement did not containthe § 2944.6 disclaimer. 

From November 2012 to October 2014, Soule mgdemmzthly payments to Golden. In hotel, 

Souls: paid Golden $32,000. 

On Novber 27, 2012, Golden submitted a loan modification request to Saute’: lender. 
Goldenlatcr submitted further documentation insuppon ofthelonnmodificaiionzcqucst, which 

was denied. 

”Alfl1oughfinepar6essfipulatedtothistict,OCTC&idmtclmgeGoldumi1ha 
violation of Civil Code section 2944.6, (a), inthe Kesxletmattet. 
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~ 'Go1denfiledncivilcompla.1'.utonSoule’s behalfinLosAnge1eaSupetiorCourtin 

December 2014. Soule termimted Golden‘: employmnnton Fehruatyz, 2015. Anubis 

Iumination,Goldendidnotrandetanappmprlateaoemmtingto Souleandfitiladtomfimdany 

advance faes received fiom her. 
K. Adam: Mutter (Case No. 150-11237, NBC-1, Count: ‘halve and Thirteen) 

Chnieakdams anployed Golden on March 4, 2014. From March to July20l4, Adams 

paid Goldenfees $6,250. On July 2, 2014, Golden submitted; lommodification 
request, which wasdanied on July 7. Afierb1'stermiuntion,Goldcndidnnt1cnderanappmpdate 

accountingtoAdamsandfi:iledtorefImd anyndvnncefeesreoaived fiomher. 

IV. GOLDEN IS CULPABLE OF 25 COUNTS OF MISCONDUCT 
A. Summary 

0CTCcharged Golden with 26 mums ofmisoondua in 11 clientmatters. Thchearing 
judge found Golden culpable of2S counts, including 14 violations ofsoclion 6106.3, 

subdivision (3). Spacifically, flm judge fimnd 11 violations of Civil Code section 2944.7, 
subdivision (a)(I) (charging preimrformance fees), and thee violations of Civil Code 

section 2944.6, subdivision (a) (flailing to pmvidc a separate statement disclosing that a third- 

party zepzesentativc was unnecessary for loan In addition, and its stipulated to by 

Golden, thejudgzfoundhimculpablaofll eountsoffiaflingmmenderanappmpriate 

amomlfing, in violation ofrule 4—100(]3x9). However, the judge found that OCTC did notpmve 
that Golden obtainad an interest adverse to his client, McDonough, in violation ofrule 3-300, 

andfl1eteforcdixm1'ssedon¢count(ANDC-2,countfour) withprejudioe. OC'DCdocsnot 

challunge this dismissal on review. 
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Weagtuwifl1mdafimaflofthehcafingjMgn'smlpabflityfindingS.Ifld:flms.find 

um Goldcnis culpable of25 counts ofmisoondnct and is subject to dimipling." 
B. Section 6106.3, Subdivision (3): Charging Fee: Baton Completing All Conkaeted-; 

For Loan Modification Sen-vim (Civ. Code, § 2944.7, subd. (u)(1)) [NBC-1, Comm 
0n°sT|Ifl°»l"iV¢s5|mII.Nine Ind'I'welvc; ANDC-1:901!“ 0ll¢nF5V0aEiE|If:TG|ls 
and Twelve] 

OCl‘CchargedGoldcnwifla 11 oounuo£vio1afingsection61o5.3byc|mgingnnd 

oofloofingfeesforloanmodificaflonsbcfarepetfomfingafioonuamdservioes, asptohibitedby 

CivilCodesec-1ion2944.7. '1'hehca.ringjudgefi:1mdhimcnlpableofu1l11coun1s. We agree. 
Wefimtintcrpreted Civil Codasection2944.1forpurposesofa11zorney inln 

the Matteroffizylor (Rcvicw Dept. 2012) 5 Cal. Stan-.BnrCL Rptr. 221 (Taylor). There, we 

concluded fimt the statute clearly prohibited collecting any fees in advance ofcompleting all loan 

modificafion services. (It! at p. 232.) Furthermore, we found that the Taylor loan modification 

agm.-zncnts. which “unbundle[ed] services within loan modifications d chargefii] separately 

for fnem,” run éfoul of the statutory provisions. (1bid.) 

Our analysis in Taylor applies equally to these 11 client maflers. These clients sought loan 

mndificafions and paid Goldm monthly advance fees to obtain them. Golden stipulated that: the 

clients retained his services to keep their homes and properties; he discussed with them available 

remedies, including loan modifications and lifigation; ho advised them that he would file 

on their behalfif their lendms dcniedtheir applications; he submitted loan modification applications 

forallqfthnm, exoeptGarcia; andhenegofiatedvviththeirlandars. 

Goldenalsu stipulatedmfnctsestablixhingihnthcoofleotcdfeesineachofientmmer 

befotb completing all loan modification serviws. I-Ii: admitted conductviolatcd Civil Code 

section 2944.7. and hcnce section 6106.3. ‘therefore, we find him culpable as chargod. 

"Sincefl1aNDCsdlegedsimflumisconduotinud1clicntmauu,wehawgmupadflw 
ommtsbychmgedmisoonduct,mhummbydimumflumnImefiulmdw,massifi1hemadu. 
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Section 6106.3. Subdivision (a): Failing to Provide Required Separate Statement 
Containing Disclaimer L1ng|mge(Civ. Code. § 2944.6, IIIIIII. (n)) [NDC-1, Count 
Eleven; ANDC-2, Caunt: Two and Six] 

Ocfcchngedfloldenwiflzflneecountsofviolnfing sectian6106.3 byfailingtopmvidaa 

separatestamementthatathird-patty negotiamrwasunneoassary. Ocvcnllegedthnseviolafions 

inflm Soulema1mt'(NDC-1,coumelevm),McDonoughmatter(ANDC-2,cmmttum), and 

Mazzioflimattet(ANDO-2,countsix). 'I'hehearingjI1dgefoundC-loldenculpableascharged. We 
agree. Goldannegotinted,amnged, andoflbredtoperformamortgageloanmndiflcafionoraflaer 

fan): of mortgage loan forbearance without pmviding his clients withthc § 2944.6 

1). Rule 4-1oe(n)(3): Failing to Render Appropriate Accounting [NBC-1, Counts Two, 
Four, Six, fight, Ten, and Thirteen; ANDC-2, Comm Three, Seven. Nhe, Eleven, 
and Thir-men} 

Golden stipulated that he ihfledto nendeun appmpfiate aceounflng to eaohofthe clients 

rcganding the fbes he received fiom them, following their termination of his mnployment, in 

vioiation of rule 4-100(E)(3). As such, we find Golden culpable as charged in these 11 counts. 

V. GOLl}EN’s DEFENSES T0 CULPABILITY ARE ‘WITI{0UT MERIT 
On revicw, Golden. asserts that we should consider several factors related to his 

culpability and appropriate discipline. We address his culpability arguments in this section, and 
those rcgmiing a mducfion in his discipline in mifigafion.” 

A. Litigation Rathar than Loan Mlndifimtinrn Services 

We reject Golden’s argmuenttbathe offend lifigafion services rxflm than lnan 
modificaflon services. His primary goal was to obtain loan Civil Code 

section2944.7bnrs np~fi'ontfeesforlnanmodifica1ionservices. Nooxceptionexistsfour 

aumneys whoplan tofile litigaiionifaloanmodificationrequestisdanied. 

'5 We have independently reviewed each of Golden’: arguments. Thosennt specifically 
addzcssedhcteinhave beenconsideredaslanlcinginihomnlandiorlegal support. Wealsozeject 
Golden’: raquestthatwe“dn anelecumicsenrdzoffiedetalmdstateappellntecomtsandldwtar 
coum for [Golden’s] foreclosure defense cues.” ' 
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We1husuumpasuadedbyGoldm'swntenfionsflmhisfeeagmunenuwue£orfl1e 

“pnpomoflifigafionmdfmw1omnedefcmq"mdHfigafionwunminhndedm1dymswme 

aloonmodificafion. Evenifheofi?aradse1vioeaoIharfl1an!oanmndificafions(e.g., Iiliytiocn. 

shortsales, bankruptcy), aahcconua1dsonrcview,theservioesprovidedina1Il1 clientmattcrs 

wuesolelyorprilnaxilytoobtainloanmodificutions. 

Asweconoludedinfaytar, npra, 5Cnl. StateBarCt.Rptr. 221, “civilcode 

section 2944.7, subdivision (a), plainly prohibits any person engagingin loan modificntiom: ii-om 

oollectingargwféenelatedto suchmodificafionsunfilearhmzdeveryserviceconiuctzed forhns 

been completed. [Ci1zfion.]” (Id at p. 232, italics in original.) Even ifflw purposc of Golden‘s 

litigation aanriow was not just to obtain a loan modification. his collection of fees before each 

audevery service he contracted fbr was completed violated the sums. (11 at pp. 231-232.)“ 

B. Allowance for Fees for Litigation as Means to Leverage Loan Modificution 

We also reject Golden's argument that Civil Code section 2944.7, ubdivision (a), should 

not apply to litigation flaat attempts to obtain a loan modification. Golden contends. that the 

Homeowner Bill of Rights (HBOR) (AB. 278 (201 1-2012 Reg. Sees); S.B. 900 (2011-2312 Rsg. 

Sess.)) shouldbc mad. to ‘allowfl a lawyerm getpaid ibrprc-paring to litigate andlifigating against 

the cli¢nt's lender as a means In leverage a. loan modification.” His argumentis unpersuasive. 

We find no oonflict between Civil Code section 2944.7. subdivision (3), which prohibits 
anarrorneyfromchargingpre-pmfomlance advancefeesfotlitigationrelntedmalaan 

modification, mdthcHBOR.Whichprovidesthatabomwermnyreceiveauomeyfeesfimna 

lender. The remedies provided under the HIBOR include (a) injunctive mliefpotentinlly 

availubleforaborrowerstillinposswcionofflachnmos (b)mebleac1ualdamagesnrS50,_ , ,. 

“lnxesponsem Goldm‘srequestthx1we“provideabrightlin_eruleforwhenfio:ec1osme 
defim$aumueysfidawSmm:Bfll94mndduingfl1fl1epofi0Yfifl°flinWN°¢"WBM1Nhfi 
wcdidsoinfizylar, nnc1sinoefl1en,wehavezeit=1ated“\vhu!ispennissibleandwhatisnot” 
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whinheverisgrcau'.r, ifthclenderhasalneadysoldthehomcandifthesczviaefsviolaiionwas 

inu:n1iona1,recldesS.orresu1taadii'omwil1fiJ1miscnnduct; and(c)reasonublea11orneyfeesand 

custsforaprevailingbounwer. HoweveI:,noIhingintheHBORpennitsanauarneyto charga 

pre-pedionnancefeesfarlifigxfionltlnfied toa1oanmodifica£io<n,andnoneofflmHBOR 

remedies indudesfl1eadwnwfeesGoldenwwivedm1novidessnpponforhisugImwmthathe 

was enfifled to such fees. 

C. Refianoe on Hearing Department’: Order Filed in Case No. 16-TE-14488 

Goldenoontendsfl:at“thcpropa' analysis ofthemainlegalissueflntlzismntteris 

inc-hlded inthc Hearing Department’: September 23, 2016 order in CaaoNo. 16-TE-14488 

denying OCTC’ petiflon for GoIden's involuntary inactive enrollment (‘I13 case mdar). Fuzflter, 

Golden suggests that we consider the hnaringjudgcw "common sense analysis” ofSB 94 inthat 

order." We disagree and decline no do so. 
Case No. I6~TE-14488 was an abbreviamd proceeding in which the principal issue was 

whether OCTC established “exigent circuznslanr.-M" sufiicicnt to justify enrolling Golden 
invohmiarily inactive before a formal disciplinary proceeding. As the Supreme Court made clear 

in Conway v. State Bar (1989) 47 Cal.3d 1107, 11 19, “Any subsequent disciplinary proceedings 

are just flmt—-——su'bsequent, and separate, pmceedings. Neither the mvolzmtary inactive enrollment 

order itself nor any ofthefindings made in those proceedings is binding or has any probative 

value in rheformal dim-iplbaary caxe." (Italics added, footnote omitted.) In addition, thc TE case 
orderdoesnotfillfilltheteqllircmum ofcullnteralestoppelfitwasnotafinnldecisiononthe 

”OCICuguesfi1a1the1‘Bcanordm',aflachedumexhibfimGo1dm'sopeninghficfi 
isnotadmissible. Wadisagroenndtakejudicialnoiiceofit. (SeeRulesProc.ofSmeBar, 
rule 5.156; Evid. Code, § 452, subd. ((1).) We finther note flntupon Golds-11': request during 
uifl—mwhichOCTCdidmtohjeu—theheadngjudgenmdflmtshummdmakcmeTBmse 
orderputtofthereconiinthismattcr. 
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media. (See Bawrto V. brqzerial Iiriguflon Dist‘. (2012) 211 CaI.App.4th 866, 877, citing lucid?! 

v. Sqoerior Can‘ (1990) 51 CnL3d 335. 34!.) 

D. Reliance on Inforlnuflan from State Ru- 

Goldetfsargummtstllathereliedoninfonnaflonmwidedbytlla Sintcmrinatlyer 

regarding SB 94, andfl1a:OC'I'Cpmportedlyagreedin2.0l3 thathisaervices didnotviolate 

SB 94,arealso1mnvai1ing. Goldencannotrelyonfl1eopinionofamfl1erlawyerorofStateBar 

employees asadefienseto aprofessional misoonductclmge. The Supranecourthasheldflzat 

‘&:omployeeoffl:eSm1eBucmgiwmutomnypemissiontoviolue1hcBminassmd 

Professions Code or the Rules of Professional Conduct. An opinion nfa fellow attorney is 

likewise no dcfimseto wrongdoing . . . .” (Sfiefieldv. StateBar(l943) 22 Cal.2d 627, 632.) 

And, regardless, in 2013-before Golden eommiued mush ofhis misconduct---fllis court issued 

Taylor, which made clear that Civil Code section 2944.7, subdivision (3), does not specifically 

exclude Iiligafion services and defines “service” In-oadly to include “each and every service the 

person oontrached topetfonn.or:epresented thathe otshewtruldperform." 

E. Anzbigttity 

011 review, Golden argues flux the language of Civil Code sucfion 2944.? is ambiguous 

and should be interpreted to allow attorneys to charge and receive fees for litigation services. 

We disagree. We have found that this statute “plainly prohibits argypersan engaging in loan 
modifications fiom collecting mzyfeesmlated to such modifications untileach and every service 
contacted for has been complcted. [Ci1ation.] We find nothing ambiguous about the statute’: 
lnnguage...."(Tay1ar, supra, 5 Cal. StnteBarCt. Rptr.atp.232.)



VI. AGGRAVATION OUTWEIGHS MITIGATION 
Standard 1.5 afthekules ofProcedmuoftheS1n!nBar.fitle1V, Standudsformtotnay 

Sanctionsfi1rProfi:ssionnlMiaeonduct"requims 0CTCtoestnblishaggmvatingcircumstmus 

byolearandoonvineingevidenee.” Goldenhasthesameburdentoprovemifigation. (Std.1.6.) 

A. Aggrnvntinn 

1. Multiple Acts ofwrnngdoing (Std. I-5(b))3 Pattern of Misconduct (Std. 1.509) 

The healing judge found that Golden oommiflbd multiple acts of misoonductflmt 

evidence apamem ofmisoonduonmder standard l.S(c). Weneed notreaohthe issue ofwheflwr 

hismlsconduct oonslinnedapawetnblnwafiudlaimculpableofzfi counts ofmisconductinll 

clientmnttorsdmingamorethmfive-yearperiod. Weassign signifimntweigbtinaggravatinn 

under standard l.S(b) to his recurring violations. 

2. Overreaohing (Std. 1.5(g)) 

The hearing judge correctly found. that unilaterally taking his clients’ $2,500 in seulcment 

made in the Mazziotfi matter demonshatcs Golden's uverraching and. warrants significant 

consideration in aggravation (Std. l.S(g).) We find additional overreaohing in Golden’: 

wiihdtawal from An-.l1ano’s representation in July 2013 without infolming Arellann-—who 

continued to make monthly fee payments--until January 2014 tlmt his case had been closed. Like 

the judge, was find that Golden's overreaching warrants significant consideration in aggmvaiion. 

3. Unchargod Misconduct (Sui. 1.5(h)) 

“Althoughevidenoe ofnndlargedmisconductmaynotbeusedas anindspendent ground 

of discipline” (Edward: V. State Bar (1990) 52 Cal.3d 28, 35 (Edwards‘)). it may be in
_ 

"Ail furtheneferencesmstandards an-.totheRules ofProued1nweoffl1eS=q:t_¢-._.B_::.:r_.,‘. . 

_, 
;_=_ 

"Z '* 

tit1cIV, Standards forhflzomey Sanctions forfiofessiona! Misconduct 
"clamndmnvincingwmenoeleavesmmbstanantdoummdismtacimflysuongm 

command the unlmsitating assent of every wasonnble mind. (Conaervararshtp of Wemfland 
(2001) 26 011.4111 519, 552,) 
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aggmvation ifth:-1'espom!ent’s dueprocessrightsarenntviolntad. (See id‘. atpp. 35-36.) As 

thehnal'ingjnds=noted. thismutterinvolvesadifierentsiuxafionthminfldwardr. 

Golden mpulatedto amdnoteonstitufing mahngedmisconduot. This misconduct 

includedluing ufeeugreeznu1ttha1didnotincludcthe§2944.6dischimerin1h:eecliont 

mum (flmBarflett,A1u1lnno,andKesslermn1tcrs).LiIaefl1che3fiD8i“d80. wefinathat 
Goldedsmahugadmimmduawasefidtedfmarelewmpmposemdwasbnsedonhisown 

repmaentaaons.” Furuae:.aspmious1ynou¢thejudgegran:edocrc'smoaonnooon£ommc 

chargns tothepmofatu-ial, including flzefactsinthcsiipuiation. Weafinnthejudgfl 

assignment of nominal weight in aggravation fiat Golden’: uncharged misconduct. 

4. Significlntfinrm (Std. 1.56)) 

The hearing judge properly fomid flmt Golden's misconduct fignificamiy hanned his clients. 

(Std. 1.50) [significant harm to client, public, or adxninistnrfion of justice is aggravating 

Golden deprived his financially distressed clienis of the fimds they paid him in 

illegnl advance fees. In addition, Golden and his employees advised some of his clients tn stop 

making their mortgage payments, which served to worsen their already had financial situations. We 
am unpersuadcd by GoIden’s contentions on mview that he obtained “good results, not just 

modifications. but also cashsettlementin manyofthe cases.” Likethejudge, we findflxaithn 

siguificantharm Golden caused his clients warrants substaixtial consideration in aggravation. 

5. Indifierenee(StcL 1.501)) 

Theheazingjndge foundflzat Golden’: actionsdemonslme hisindifliuenoetowatd 

notification or atonemantfor the consequences of his misconduct. (Std. l.5(k).) We agree. 
Despite the Civil Code’: plainlanguagc, the established case law, thestato Bar’: investigation. 

andthgprwentpmceedings, Golden continuasmoperstehia lawfinninasimilarfashion. His 

”Asnowabymeheuingjzmge,oczcshoumnavechugeauusmisoonduammNnq 
asOCTCwnsorshm:ldhavebeenawareoftheseviolcfionsbefinefiEngtheNDCs. 
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Mfimderevmkalaekofmdusundingofhisethicnhespomibififiesasazatmmey. Likcthe 

judge,wefindflmthisindifl?erencewauantseonsidembleweightin aggrawfionbeomsehislank 

ofinfightnmkeshfinmangoingdnngetmthepubflcandfllelegal pzofession. (bnriteflaflerof 

Laymn (keviewnopt. l993)2 Cal. Statenarct. Rptt. 366. 380 flackofinsightcauses concern 

aunmcywill mpeatmisconduot]; In theMatm'ofKa!z(RnvinwDepI. 1991) 1 Cal. StateBarOt. 

Rpm 502, 511 [lawdoesnotxeqlire fialsepanitenoebutdoestequiramspondmtto accept 
xesponsihililyforacis and came to grips with oulpability].) 

6. Failure to Make Restitution (Std. 1.5(m)) 
Golden’: misconduct is also aggravated by his failure to make restitution. (Std. 1.5(m).) 

I-1ecollectedovar$283,000 inillegaludvnncafeesin 11 clientmatzemand, todatc,hehnsonly 

refunded $7,500 of flan fees he received finm Axrellano. Golden still was over $278,000 to his 

clients. We award this factor significant weight in aggravation. (In the Matter of Declare 
(Review Dept. 2016) 5 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rph‘. 437,445 (DaC1‘ue).) 

B. Mifigafion 

I. No Prior Record (Std. 1.601)) 

Mitigafion is available where no prior record of discipline exists over many years of 

practice, coupled with present misconduct that is not likelyto recur. (Std. 1.6(a).) Golden was 

admittedto pfllflliflfi law in January 1993, and his misconduct began inNovembe: 2010. The 

hearing judge found that Golds.-n’s approximately 17 years of practice wan-ants 

significant consideration in mitigafion." We disagree. 
Whileover 17 years ofdiscipline-fieepmcfloccouldwmantsignificantweighxin 

mitigation (Haws: v. State Bar (1990) 5-1 Cal. 3d 537, 596 [more than 10 years of discip1ine—fiec 

pxactice is significant n:itigation]), we do not assignsuch weighlhacnuse Golden’: misconduct was 

2‘ In light ofour culpability findings above, we_ find unpmuasive Golden’: meuionum 
hehad"25years.. .withoutanyp1iordiucip!inn-yactmon.” 
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notabemfional or unlikclyto recur. (See Cooper v. State Bar (1987) 43 CaL’od 1016, 1029 [when 

niisuondfnctisserious, long discipline-fieepractioeismostrelevantwhetemiscandnutis 

abemfional andunHkclytoreun].)Givenihnheco1nmiflndnimflm,serimwnfisconductin11 

cfimtmaflusovummefim a five-yearpeniod, wedo notviewhismiseonductasabcmflonnl. (In 

the Matter afWcm:eI(Rnvie:wDept. 2015) 5 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rpm 380, 386 [conductnotfound 

ahemtional wheremulfipleactswerenommitted and atmmeylmdtimetomflectbefimeeach 

subscquentact].) Considering Golden’: indiffexencetowudnoutification andthatheoontinues to 

opaauhisfimmanimflufiaxhhmwcdonmfindflaathhmimmdmtismlikdymmmr. 

We thus assign minimal mitigating weight to Golden's over 17 years of discipline-flee 

puaolioe. (See In the Matter of Romano (Review Dept. 2015) 5 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rpu-. 391, 395, 

398-399 [minimal weight aifordecl fort 22 years of d.iscipIina—fi'ee praoficc wheme misconduct, 

which included filing 82 fiaudulent bankruptcy pefiticns, "was most serious, involvud intenfidnal 

dishonesty, and continued over three and a halfyears,” and was not proven aben'ati<ma1].) 

2. Cooperation with State B8!‘-(Std. 1.6(e)) 

The hesxing judge found that Golden entered into an extensive stipulation regarding facts, 

admissibility of evidence, and culpability, and that such cooperationwith the State Bar 

courttime and resomces. wammfing significant mitigation credit. We agree and assign this 

factor significant weight. (Sui. 1.6(e) [spontaneous candorand ooopcration to Stat: Bus: is 

mitigating]; In the Matter ofJahnson (ReviewDept. 2000)4 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 179, 190 

[more extmive weight in mitigation given to than who admit culpability and facts].) 
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vn. nlscmmn” 
Gin-disaiplinaryanalysisbeginswithflxestandnrmwhich, nlthoughnotbinding, are 

guiding and entitled to great weight. (In re Sllvarton (2005) 36 Cal.4th 81, 91-92.) The 

Supreme courchas instructed us to fiollowthun whaneve: possible. (In re rauug(19x9) 

49CnL3d 251,267. fit. 11.) We also looktneompnablecase lawtodotezminciheproper 
discipline. (See Srgwler v. State Bar (1990) 49 Cal.3d130?. 1310-4311.) 

hmalyzingtheappfimblesmndudsmmfirstdetemhaewhichmndardspenifiesfln 

most severe sancfion for the at-issue misconduct. (Std. 1.7(a) [most acme sanction mua be 
imposed when multiple sanctions apply].) Hem, smndard 2.18 is themost seven. pmviding that 

disbarmentoractual smpcnsianisthepresumedsancfionforaviolationofthnfiusinessand 

Profassions Code not otherwise specified in another smndmd.” 

The hearing judge considered the applicable standards and case law (namely, Taylor), 

balanced the aggravnfing and factors, and recommended disoipiine imhldiug a one- 

year actual suspension continuing until Golden pays restitution. At trial, Golden argued that his 

discipline should not include any period of actual suspension. On review, he contends that 

"upholding the: [Hearing Depntmleufls] ruling would appear to render an extreme, unjust res ." 

At trial, OCTC sought a one-year actual suspension to continue until Golden pays restimtion and 

provas his rehabilitation, fitness to practice, and present learning and ability in the law. On 

review. 0CTCteqnestst1xatweafinnthejudge’sdisciplinerecommendafion. 

As did the hearingjudge, we look to Taylor. Taylor received a six-month actual 

suspension forchargingpm-performanoelommodificafionfeesineigbiolicntmtwsmd 

”Theputposeofuuomeydisciplineisnotmpunid)fl1eaflomcy.bmmpratwtme 
pnblicdilecourtssflhdfl1eIega1ptofessiomtopresuvepubficumfidmwhtheprofqssj9n;gp§

_ 

tomaintainhigl1ptofessionals1andatdsfaa:a1to1neys.(Std.1.1.) . 

' 

”smnaud2.2(b),whichpmvidesumtmpensinnmmprovdisthcpmmmednncfinn 
furaviolafionofIu1e4-I00(3X3).alaoapplies. 
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fiuilingtoprovidctherequixaddisclosuresinonecnse. Multiplcactsofwmngdoingmignifioant 

clienthnrm,and|nt'J:ofr'emm-seaggravatedhismisconduot, nndTaylorprovedonemiu'gnting 

cimumstance-—goodcharac1aer. LikeGoldm,Taylorfi2ilodtofi:!1yrofimdfl1eil1egullycollec1:ed 

fees. Wca|sofindgu.idanceinDeClue,supra,5Ca1. StateBnrCLRptr.437,inwhi::hwe 

recommended a six-month actual suspcmsionoontinuing until payment ofrestimtion. Decluc 

m¢88uY°hH2edmdwflwwdadvmoefeesforhmmodifiufiominmmdiunmwus,mdhe 

pmvednomitigaxionwhilehismiseonductwasaggmvated byapriorreeord ofdiscipline, 

significmiharmtohisclients, failiuetaopayrestituliomaxldunchargednxisconduut. 

Go1den’s misconduct is more serious and extensive than was cither Taylor‘: or DeClue’s. 

Furthcr. the amount ofGolden‘s illegally collected advance fees dwarfs those involved in Taylor 

or DeC’lue. And, as in those cases, the mitigation we assigned for lack of a mot record and for 

cooperation is greafly outweighed by aggravation for multiple ants afwmngdoing, oveneaching, 

uncharged misconduct, significant client harm, and failure to make restitution. 

An appropriate sanction should fall within the rangcthe applicable standard provides 

unless we net effect offiae aggravating and naifigaling circumstances demonstrates that a greater 

or lesser sanction is needed. to fulfill the primary purposes of discipline. (Std. 1.1.) To deviate 

from me applicable standard, we must state clear reasons fiordoing so. (Std. 1.1; Blair 1:. State 

Bar ([989) 49 Cal.3d 762, 776, fia. 5 [requiring clear reasons {for departure ii-om standards].) We 

findfioldefsmquest fornoactualsuspensiontobcunsupported. Inslweamweaffizmtheheuring 

judge's recommended one-year actual suspension continuing until Golden makes restitntionof 

all flzefeeshecolleatedillegally. muddifionwerwommmdthathemmnhsmpumedmfilhc 

proveshisrahabilitalion, fiu1ess,andleaminginthelaw. Thisrecommendaflonwillallow 

Goldmtheopporumityto inbo—nnd showhcis nolongefindiflfetentto-—-his 

miswnducgandudfl,dfl1enmeflnw,mowathem:bflc,mncmuW.mdthekaIlmufcsfion 
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VIII. RECOMMENDATION 
Fwthehuegoingmsmgwemwmmwdmustaphmkawfieghaoldmbemspufied 

&omthepracficeofhwfiarnvoyeus,mmexewfimofflmmspensimbesmye¢mdmuhebe 

placedonpmbationfiorflneeyemontheibllowingcondilions: 

1. Hemustbesmpendedfimnflaepaacfloeoflnwfioraminhnumofflaefirstyeaxofhis 
pmhnfiommdzunainmxpafiedunfilthefoflowmgmudifiomuenfisfiedz 

a. Hcmakesmsfimfionm1hefonowingpnyecs(orrdmbmwas1heCfimtSecnfilyF\md,m 
theextanofmypaymentfiomfl:eFundmthepuyoes,mncoundmcewifl1Busincssmd 
PmfbssimsCodcsecfim6140.5)andfnmishessafidicmrypmoofmthnSnmBu0ffice 
ofProbn1ioninLosAngcles: 

(1) Joshua Moflonough inihe amount nfS35.117 plus 10 percent interest pet-year from 
November 18, 2010; 

(2) Tim Mambtti and Suzanne Wells Schuzman in the amount of $5 [.000 plus 
10 pcmentintntestperyearfrom August28,2012; 

(3) Tim Mazziotti and Suzanne Wells Schurmau in the amount of $2,500 plus 
10 pcrcentinterest per year fmm February 8, 2016; 

(4) Doris Johnson Bennottinthc amount of $18,150 plus 10 peroemintexestpetyear 
fiom December 4, 2014; 

(5) Jonathan Bartlett inthc. amount of $17,623.06 plus 10 percent interest per year fiom 
Scpt1embel.'6, 2013; 

(6) Raymond and Suzanne Schneidors in the amount of $37,422.29 plus 10 percent 
interestper year fiom February 24, 2014; 

(7) OscarArcllanointhe amountof$18,250pIus 10 peroeminmrestperyearfiom 
Septea:nber4, 2012; 

(8) Bo and Grace McCarthy in the amount of $13,500 plus 10 percent interest per year 
from January 15, 2014; 

(9) Robertfluciainthe amountof$4.950plus10perauntintc:wtperyearfinm 
July 30, 2014; 

(10) Adrienne Keaslexin the amount of$41,599.60 plus 10 percent interestpertyoar 
fromAugust2, 2012; 

(11) Felice Soule inflac unountof$32.000P1“5 1°P=r°¢n1ini-nestperyearfiom 
September30. 2012; and 
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(12) ChaieAdamsintheamoun1of$6,250plusl0pexeeminte¢'estperyaarfiom 
Mnmh4,20l4. 

b. HepmvidespmaftotheStateBuComtofhisnbahiflt:finn,fimesstopncfioe,md 
lenningandabilityinthegenuallaw. (Rn1esProc.ofStamBa:.tit.IV,Stds.forA11y. 
Sancu'nn.sforPmf.MixoouducI, std. 1.2(c)(1).) 

2. Hemustoomplywiflnhaprovlsians offlae Stut:BIIrAet,fl1cRnlmofProfessionnlCandI1ct. 
andallofthecondiii ofhispmbafinn. 

3. Within lodaysofanyuhmgeinflaeinfomanionreqnixedinbenmintaincdonflm 
ntembemhipreoogds nfd1eStateBarpursumttoBusinessu1dPmfessionsCode 
sac1ion6002.1, subdivision(a), includinghisc1nmntoflioendd1wandtalephoncnumber,or 
fl‘mofiiceismdnmhed,flaeaddmswbeIuedforSuueBflPWP°=es.hem1mreponmch 
chnngoinwfifingtofl:eManbe:shipRecmds0flicemdtheSmwBuOfliaeofProbaflm. 

4. Within30daysnfierfl:e.efi'ectiveda1eofdiscip1ine, hcmustcontactthc Oflioeofhobation 
mdsdnduhamecfingwiflnhisufigzedpmbafloncasespecialinmdiwmsthetumsmd 
conditions ofpmbafim: Uponthedizectionofflleofice ofPmba!ion.hemustmeetwith1he 
probafioncauspecialisteiflzcrinpasonorbytdephom. Dnfingthepefiodofpmbaiiomhe 
mustpmmpdymeetvdfllthepmbationmsespecinfistasdixectcdmduponmquest 

5. Hsmustsubmitwximnquarte:lyreportstotheOfficcofPmbationqneachJnmary10, 
April 10, July 10, andOc.toba:10offl1eperiodofpmbation. Underpanalty ofpezgiury, he 
mustsmteud1etherhehascompJiedwifl1theStabeBarAcLtheR1desofPmfessional 
Conductaudalloftheonndifionsofhisprobariondlningthcpreoedingcalendarquarter. In 
additiontoall quarterly 1eports,afinalrepo1t,con1ainingfl1csameinfon'na1ion, isdneno 
earlierthanzodaysbefozethelastdayoftheprobationperiodandnolninerfhanthzlasidny 
oftheprobafionperiod. 

6. Subjecttothe assertion of applicable privilege.s,hemust answer fully, prompt1y,and 
mnhfi1l1y,myinquifiesofthe0flioeofPmbafimthatuedireGtedmhimpersonfllyorin 
wri1:'ng,asm wbetherheismmplyingorhascompfiedtfithflneoondifionsnontninedherein. 

7. Withinoncyearaiterthcefibcfivedateofthedisciplinehexéin,hemustsubmitmtheOfics 
of Pmbation satisfactory evidence of completion of the State Bar’: Ethics School and 

ofthetestgivenatflxcendofthatswsion. 'Ihis:a-quimncntissqaatatefromany 
Minimum‘Confinu1ngLega1Educa1iun(MCLE)requiremen1, andhrashnllnntreceiveh/ICLE 
creditfor attending Ethics School. (Rules Pmc. ofStnteBar, 1-u1e3201.) 

Thepetiodofpmbafionwflleommmoeonflwefiecfivedawofthesupnmecouuordu 

impos'ngd.isciplin¢inthismnttet. Atflneeaapirafiuuoftlxepexiodofprobaiiorhifhehas 

compliedwithalloonditionsofpmbafiomthcpefiodofstaycdsuspmsionwmbesafisfiedand 

thatsuspnnsionwillbetenninated.



IX. PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBIIJTY EXAMINATION 
Wefin1herrewmmcndthn1Stephu1Rm1i:ghGoIdenbeordemdtotakamdpa:sfl:c 

MmfismmPmfcsfim1dRespomiHfityEnminnfimadminhmredbymeNafimflConfinnceof 

BuBxminmwflhhmeyeuofd1eeficfiwdamoffl1eSuprune0ounordfl'mthismmu,u 

duringtheperiodofhisactualsuspension.whicl1cverislonge1',andtopovidesa1isfactorypmof 

ofsuchpassagetotheOffieeofProbationwifl1inthesnu1epexiod. Failmetodosamaymsultin 

anantomnficsuspension. (Cal. Rules of Court,n:le9.10(b).) 

X. RULE120 
Wefiufl:errwpmma1dthatGoldenbeorderedtocomply“dfi1thcrequhemmmof 

rule 9.20 oftbs Califomia Rules ofcourt, andto paform the acts specifiedinsubdivisions (a) 

nnd(c)offl1atru1ewithin3O aud4O days, respectively, afturthe fiective daneofthe Supreme 

Courtorderinthis proceeding. Fa1"hu'emdoso mayresultindisbanncntorsuspcnsion. 

XI. COSTS 

Wefiuthetrecommendthatcostsbeawmdedmtheslatbahrinaccordancewith 

Business andPmfessions Code section 6086.10, suchoostsbeingenforueable bothasprovidcdin 

section 6140.? and as a money judgment. 

I-IONN, 1. 

WE CONCUR: 
PURCELL, P. J. 

srovrrz. J.‘ 

'R¢IiredPresi:1ingJudgoofthe sna:e13arcomt.sarvinzasRcvicwJudgeP:o'remby 
appoinhnentofihecalifomiasnprexnecmn-t. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

[Rules Proc. of Stan: Bar; Rule 5.2703); Code Civ. Pm», § 19] 35(4)] 

IamaCourtSpecial1stoftheSta1oBarCourtofCa1ifi:rnia. Iamovutheageofnighteenand 
noupmtytnthcwiflninpmoeeding. PIn'sIlant1aastnnda!doom‘t]:n'aclice,iulheCityandCounty 
nf Loamageles,onMay30,20l8,Idepositedau-uecopyofflaefolluwingdocummta): 

OPINIONFILEDMAYSG, 2018 
inasealed enveiopefor oolleclionand mailingonthatdubas follows: 

byfitst-classmail,withpoxtagefl1e1eonfi1llyp1epaid,throughfl:eUnited Stan-srostal 
Sarviceuthos Angeles,Ca1i£ornia,addressedasfollows: 

STEPHEN R. GOLDEN 
STEPHEN R GOLDEN & ASSOCIATES 
127 H MADISDNAVE 511! 101.3 
PASADENA. CA 91101 - 1750 

by ininmifice mail through a facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of Cnlifbrnia 
addressed as follows: 

Brandon K. Tady, Enforcement, Los Angeles 

I hcteby certify that the foregoing is true and comet. Executed in Los Angeles, Califomia, on 
May 30, 2018. 

Zivf. IS: = 
- .—« 

uliaafi. Gonaqés 
Comt Specialist‘ 
State Barcomt



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

[Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 5.27(B); Code Civ. Proc., § 1013a(4)] 

I am a Court Specialist of the State Bar Court of California. I am over the age of eighteen and 
not a party to the within proceeding. Pursuant to standard court practice, in the City and County 
of Los Angeles, on April 22, 2019, I deposited a true copy of the following document(s): 

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION AND 
ORDER APPROVING 

in a sealed envelope for collection and mailing on that date as follows: 

K4 by first—class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, through the United States Postal 
Service at Los Angeles, California, addressed as follows: 

STEPHEN R. GOLDEN 
STEPHEN R GOLDEN & ASSOCIATES 
2450 E. DEL MAR #34 
PASADENA, CA 91 107 

IXI by interoffice mail through a facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of California 
addressed as follows: 

JOSEPH A. SILVOSO III, Enforcement, Los Angeles 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, California, on 
April 22, 2019.

; 
Mazie Yip V V 
Court Specialist 
State Bar Court


